
Chapter 2
AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND CONCERN

The scope of this EIR/EIS has been developed through a public scoping meeting, and consultation with the
agency task force assembled to review the Project. As a major project in the San Francisco Bay Area, it is
subject to close public scrutiny and rigorous review by regulatory agencies. If successful, the Project
would provide substantial benefits and further regional goals related to the Bay Area’s port industry and
natural resources.

Listed below are as a scoping process, or questionspublictheissuesidentified resultof the Theseissues
reflect the concerns of the general public and public agencies as expressed in comment letters submitted
and verbal comments presented at the scoping meeting and task force meetings. Sections of this EIR/EIS
where each issue is discussed referenced inare parentheses.

¯ Will the Project be successful in restoring tidal marsh and associated habitat? Although
other marsh restoration projects have succeeded in the San Francisco Bay Area, this
project is larger in scale, located in the management area of Suisun Marsh, and proposes
to use dredged materials of varying quality. (sections 6.6, 6.7, and 6.8)

¯ Will the proposed marsh design succeed in establishing appropriate tidal flows, sediment
concentration and deposition rates, and in turn wetlands vegetation? (sections 6.7 and 6.8)

¯ Will there be detrimental local and regional environment~l effects from the Project? For
instance, will the importation of dredged materials from the saltier Bay waters increase
salinity in the Suisun Marsh? Will contaminants in dredged materials escape into the
Sacramento River, the Suisun Marsh, and San Francisco Bay, or enter the food chain?
(sections 6.6, 6.7, and 6.8)

¯ How will the quality of the sediments in the dredged materials be regulated? (Chapter 1
and section 6.6)

¯ How will the Project affect groundwater and surface water once the dredged materials are
in place? Is the groundwater supply adequate for Project purposes? Will pumping of
groundwater create subsidence? (section 6.7)

¯ Will the proposed mitigation measures for the salt marsh harvest mouse succeed? Will
there be impacts on other special status species? How long will these species be affected?
(section 6.8)

¯ What economic impacts will the proposed land use changes and the associated General
Plan and Zoning amendments have on Collinsville and Solano County? (sections 6.3,
6.4, and 6.17)

¯ Will there be significant site-specific impacts on cultural resources, recreation and public
access, noise, traffic, air quality and visual quality resulting from the Proposed Project?
(sections 6.3, 6.9, 6.10, 6.11, 6.12, 6.13, and 6.15.)

The major uncertainties related to the short- and long-term effects of the Proposed Project on the natural
environment and the feasibility of restoring tidal wetlands are discussed below.
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2.1 Feasibility of Tidal Marsh Restoration

Feasibility of marsh restoration is a combination of physical feasibility, which is related to the design of
the marsh and the particular physical characteristics of the restoration site, and biological feasib,.’lity (or
predictability) of certain ecological values and habitat establishing within the marsh. Biological feasibility
tends to be less predictable and easily controlled than physical feasibility, however biological feasibility is
greatly dependent on physical factors.

Concerns regarding the feasibility of marsh restoration focus on two issues,- both of which are dependent
on location within the estuary’s environmental gradients:

¯ The consequences of incomplete or defective restoration, resulting from inadequate or
ineffective design, and

¯ The feasibility of restoration of tidal marsh at this particular site, which differs in certain
resPects from other marsh restoration sites.

Incomplete or defective restoration could result from a number of inappropriate, design and physical
factors, such as:

¯ Overfilling with dredged materials so that tidal channels do not form as predicted;

¯ Subsidence of dredged materials, causing "drowning" of new marsh;

¯ A deficiency of acceptable dredged materials resulting in incomplete restoration; and

Unanticipated erosion of channels or marsh surfaces.

The consequences of incomplete or defective restoration could include the increase in concentration of
contaminants from exposed non-cover material and possible increase in the risk of bioaccumulation of
contaminants, establishment of inappropriate vegetation types in low or high marsh areas, and the failure.
to replace ecological values lost through the process.

Marsh restoration using dredged materials has occurred throughout the San Francisco Bay at many
locations. The chances of success of the proposed Montezuma Wetlands Project can be evaluated to some
extent by evaluating wetlands restoration projects in the Bay Area. The power of this evaluation is
limited, however, since few data are available from the eastern Suisun Marsh/Delta area Where the
Montezuma site is located.

Inadvertent tidal restoration has occurred with unrepaired levee failures in Ideal Marsh in Alameda and
White Slough Marsh in Vallejo, resulting in natural sedimentation and channel formation. High quality
marsh in these cases has been established after a 20-year periodt.

Quantitative data are not available regarding the potential rate of sedimentation and marsh development in
restored tidal systems in the Suisun Bay/West Delta. However, rapid elevational increase due to.sedimentation following levee failure has been observed at Ryer Island, about 8 miles west of the

1 Peter Baye, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, personal communication, August 24, 1994.
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Montezuma site, and it has been suggested that the sediment supply of Suisun Bay exceeds that of San
Pablo Bay2.

Bay Area marsh restoration projects have had varying success. There are inherent site-specific and setting-
specific physical and ecological advantages and disadvantages for tidal marsh restoration, and theserange
from minor to significant. Preeminent among site-specific factors are sediment supply and rate, which
may vary significantly among sites. For example, most San Francisco and San Pablo Bay marsh
restoration projects are located adjacent to the open bay in sediment-rich, high-energy mudflats, where
waves resuspend a vast pool of sediment. This increases the likelihood that sedimentation will raise ground
elevations and foster marsh development, provided tidal circulation is fully reestablished and initial ground
elevations are below mean high water. In contrast, sedimentation at the Montezuma site would depend on
the fluvial sediment discharge of the Sacramento River.

Fronting marsh width is another "~ariable affecting the likelihood of successful marsh restoration in diked
baylands, because the marsh may act as a hydraulic barrier to tidal circulation. For example, the Sonoma
Baylands site has only a narrow band of fronting tidal marsh on San Pablo Bay, whereas this band
becomes progressively wider at Bel Marin Keys and Hamilton, respectively. Fronting tidal marsh is
essentially lacking at Montezuma, the only intertidal habitats being along outboard levee slopes which are
steep and rocky.

Salinity levels in tidal waters can influence the type of vegetation that establishes, and in turn the habitat
types and values that result. Vegetation of the more saline high marshes of San Francisco Bay and San
Pablo Bay tends to be more predictable than high marsh vegetation in brackish marshes. For instance,
pickleweed, which needs high salinity levels in soils, would be more likely to establish in the high marsh
areas of the tidal salt marshes within the Bay itself than in the high ma’rsh areas at the Montezuma site,
which is a tidal brackish marsh with lower levels of salinity. This difference could have implications for
restoring habitat on the Project site for the salt marsh harvest mouse, which is dependent on pickieweed.

Finally, there are important site- and setting-specific differences in ecological opportunities for restoration
benefits. For example, marsh restoration that expands or reconnects existing small or fragmented blocks
of high-quality endangered species habitat is of greater benefit than restoring remote sites that are in areas
of low-quality habitat.

These spec.ific issues are assessed in this EIR/EIS in sections 6.6, 6.7, and 6.8.

2.2 Quality of Sediments in Dredged Materials

An estimated 5,000 to 40,000 tons of at least 65 contaminants are deposited in the San Francisco Bay
annually) These contaminants include trace elements such as copper, nickel, silver and zinc, and synthetic
organic compounds such as organochlorine pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). The contaminants originate from numerous industrial, agricultural, natural
and domestic activities and reach the estuary through various means, such as river flow, storm drains,
discharges from maritime vessels, and disposal of dredged materials. Many persistent contaminants

Brenda Grewell, Dept. of Water Resources, personal communication, August 22, 1997
Davis, J.A., A.J. Gunther, B.J. Richardson, J.M. O’Connor, R.B. Spies, E. Wyatt, E. Larson, and E.C. Meiorin,
1991. Status and Trends Report on Pollutants in the San Francisco Estuary. Prepared under EPA Cooperative
Agreement CE-009496-01 by the San Francisco Bay-Delta Aquatic Habitat Institute.
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become bound to particulate matter and accumulate in areas of sediment deposition. Once in the Bay
estuary, the fate of these contaminants is determined’by a combination of physical, chemical and biological
processes.

The processes of dredging and disposing of dredged materials in San Francisco Bay or in non-aquatic
environments, such as the Montezuma site, may disturb and re-distribute contaminants that have b~en
buried or otherwise sequestered in the sediments. The concern is that these contaminants, once disturbed,
may become available in sediments and water at the site, and exert toxic effects upon biota that come in
contact with the contaminants. The behavior of contaminants associated with sediments is difficult to
predict, and is influenced by temperature, amount of oxygen available, degree of acidity, sediment organic
carbon content, salinity, and biological activity. The specific characteristics of each environment in which
sediments are deposited will determine the mobility and toxicity of the contaminants, and in turn, the way
in which contaminants can affect organisms.

It is not possible to specifically identify the dredged materials that would be deposited at the Montezuma
Project site. The material may come from various dredged sites within the San Francisco Bay estuary.
Each dredging project requires a dredging permit, and the quality of sediments is reviewed in each permit
applicationby the SFBRWQCB, EPA, and the Corps. There are sufficient data, however, to identify, in
general terms, likely chemical constituents that may be present in dredged sediments from various
locations in the Bay. In 1992, the Bay Monitoring Survey, part of the Pilot Regional Monitoring Program
(RMP), set up 27 sampling stations throughout the Bay. Results of s~xnples are discussed in section 6.6 of
this document and are included in Appendix F. Additionally, two dredging projects that were under
environmental review during preparation of the EIR/EIS are presented as representative examples of the
range of dredged sediment quality that may be available for wetlands creation.

2.3 Screening Criteria for Sediments

A number of federal guidelines and regulations govern the disposal of dredged material. Testing
requirements for ocean disposal of. dredged material are def’med by 40 CFR 227.6. Implementation
guidance is provided by the Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal Testing
Manual,4 also known as the "Green Book," promulgated under the Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) of 1972. For disposal sites in, or potentially affecting, inland waters (such as
sites within San Francisco Bay), Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) of
1972 as amended by the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 defines the testing requirements. Draft guidance
for suitability decisions for inland water has recently been given in Evaluation of Dredged Material for
Discharge in Inland and Near Coastal Waters -- Testing Manual (Draft),5 commonly called the Inland
Testing Manual. Essentially, the testing paradigm and evaluation procedures are the same as those of the
Green Book, and include water quality impacts, biological toxicity, and bioaccumulation assessments.
Determinations of suitability or unsuitability for unconfined aquatic disposal are made on the basis of these
tests.

.The agencies base their decision regarding what dredged materials can be placed in San Francisco Bay on
a set of criteria contained in a Corps Public Notice.6 In order for sediment to meet the criteria for
placement in the San Francisco Bay, it must not exceed mortality rates for organisms in other sediments

4 COE and EPA 1991

5 EPA/COE 1993
6 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District, Public Notice 93-2.
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used as reference (called "reference sediments"). Because the agencies’ decisions are made on a case-by-
case are discretionary, particular testing requirements proposed dredgingbasisand the sediment for each
project may vary. Sediments can be unacceptable for several reasons, including toxicity and elevated
levels of contaminants. Several types of tests and experiments are usually conducted on all material to be
dredged and the results are evaluated by the SFBRWQCB, the Corps and the EPA. Bioassays, oneoftype
experiment, are based on the effects of a sample sediment on live biological specimens to see if the
contaminants in the sediments result in the death or malformation of the test organisms. Leaching tests are
conducted to determine the potential of a contaminated material to release contaminants into water (i.e.,
whether the contaminants will dissolve or become soluble). Another set of tests determines which
contaminants are present and at what levels. One of the ways the agencies evaluate the dredged materials
is to compare testing results for sediment samples taken from the proposed dredging site to materials at a
disposal area reference site, such as Alcatraz, in the San Francisco Bay.

These criteria apply only to disposal of dredged materials at aquatic sites such as Alcatraz. There was a
need to develop criteria for disposal of dredged materials at upland and diked bayland sites. In 1992,
SFBRWQCB published interim sediment screening criteria and testing requirements to be applied to
projects using sediments for "wetlands and upland beneficial reuse. ,7 The purposes of the publication were
to provide a rationale for determining the suitability of dredged materials for upland disposal (e.g.,
wetlands creation), and to establish dredged sediment testing requirements to determine conformance with
specified criteria.

The SFBRWQCB study defined two types of material that could be placed at upland/bayland sites and used
for wetlands creation or restoration: cover and non-cover. These categories of sediment are generally
based on the concentration of particular contaminants and the results of bioassays.

¯ Cover sediments are those that would pass leaching and bioassays tests and contain certain
contaminants at concentrations less than those specified in the SFBRWQCB’s interim
screening criteria. Cover material must comply with the SFBRWQCB’s criteria for aquatic
disposal, as well as interim screening criteria for wetlands and upland disposal. Cover
material can be used for disposal in wetlands creation and restoration areas, for levee
construction, and for covering non-cover material.

¯ Non-cover sediments are those that pass leaching tests, and have contaminant
concentrations that exceed criteria for cover material, but do not exceed criteria for non-
cover material. Non-cover material must be covered on the top and sides by a minimum of
three feet of cover material or material native to the site.

The interim screening criteria are shown in Table 2-1, and compared to average levels of contaminants in
the Bay. These screening criteria have been established to provide consistent guidance for beneficial use of
dredged sediment in upland and wetland restoration projects in the Bay Area. These are not regulatory
standards for application to spec!fic projects.

7 Wolfenden, John D. and Michael P. Carlin. 1992. Sediment Screening Criteria and Testing Requirements for Wetland
Creation and Upland Beneficial Reuse, Interim Final, California Environmental Protection Agency and San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. December.
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Table 2-1
Interim Screening Criteria

Non-Aquatic Criteria~ San Francisco Bay Reference
Sediments2

Constituent Non-Cover (ppm) Cover (ppm) Average (Range) (pptn)

Arsenic (As) 85 - 33 <33 10. ! (5.2 - 20.2)

Cadmium (Cd) 9 - 5 <5 0.22 (0.03 - 0.68)

Chromium (Cr) 300 - 220 <220 88.8 (49.7 - 170.5)

Copper (Cu) 390 - 90 <90. 41.8 (8.0 - 94.6)

Lead (Pb) 110 - 50 <50 19.7 (8.0 - 45.4)

MerCury (Hg) 1.3 - 0.35 <0.35 ": 0.271 (0.015 - 0.543)

Nickel (Ni) 200- 140 < 140 84.3 (45.1 - 130.8)

Selenium (Se) 1.4 - 0.7 <0.7 0.47 (0.02 - 1.03)

Silver (Ag) 2.2 - 1.0 < 1.0 0.31 (0.01 - 1.11)

Zinc (Zn) 2~0 - 160 < 160 105.2 (50.4 - 221.8)

PCBs 0.4 - 0.05 <0.05 13 (0.3 - 41.2)

Pesticides (Total DDT) 0.1 - 0.003 <0.003 4.59 (ND3- 33:9)

PAHs (Total)a 35 -4 <4 4,643 (3 - 7,632)
Notes:     a PAHs = polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons.

b PAHs (lmw) = low molecular weight.
c PAHs (hmw)’= high molecular weight.

The SFBRWQCB regulates wetland restoration projects, such as Montezuma, on a case-by-case basis,
with consideration given to chemical, bioassay, and leachate tests, as well as site-specific factors and the
most current toxicological information. In many cases, the federal testing requirements described above
for ocean or in-Bay disposal are utilized in the determination of cover and non-cover materials. Permits for
beneficial use projects (e.g., wetlands creation projects) are required by both the state Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act and the federal Clean Water Act. The permitting process for a wetland"
restoration project requires approval from an indeterminate number of regulatory agencies depending on
the location and wetland characteristics of the project. The SFBRWQCB has the ultimate jurisdiction over
the discharge of water from these projects, and in the impacts that placement of dredged materials may
have on "state waters" (surface and groundwater).

Wolfenden, John D. and Michael P. Carlin. 1992. Sediment Screening Criteria and Testing Requirements for Wetland Creation and
Upland Beneficial Reuse, Interim Final, Califomia Environmental Protection Agency and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board. December.
San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI). 1994. San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances. 1994
Annual Report.

3 ND -- not detected.

Note:    The reference sediment levels are Ba~,-wide combined averages and ranges from SFEI.
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Further classification of the terms and regulatory requirements for the sediment screening criteria and
testing requirements has been provided by SFBRWQCB in a letter to the Corps, included in Volume II,
Appendix O.

Wetlands restoration using dredged material that is not suitable for aquatic disposal is a new approach to
dredged material management in the San Francisco Bay estuary environment, and data from monitoring
other projects in the region are limited. As the results of more detailed project specific testing are
published, these data would be compared to the sediment, screening criteria and modifications made as
appropriate.

2.4 Release of Contaminants

The concern over the presence of contaminants in sediments is related to the potential risk the
contaminants pose to the biological resources that directly and indirectly come in contact with the
sediments. The potential risk is related to the availability of the contaminants to biological resources
("bioavailability"). The effect contaminants associated with the sediments would have on biological
resources is strongly influenced by a combination of physical, chemical, and biological factors in the
sediments and in the environment.8 Particular chemical forms of a type of contaminant may be more toxic
or more easily absorbed than other chemical forms. Increases in the oxidation potential of the sediments
and decreases in the pH (acidity) of the sediments probably have the greatest effect on the availability of
inorganic contaminants. Contaminant availability can also be affected by physical and biological processes;
these include tidal channel bank erosion, channel incision (downcutting), channel headward growth, root
penetration and uptake, and burrowing by invertebrates. While several contaminants of concern are
micronutrients and are necessary in small amounts for healthy growth, when present in certain forms in
high concentrations, these contaminants can produce toxic and even lethal effects.

Many complex phenomena must be considered when assessing the concerns associated with the use of
dredged material in wetland restoration projects. A number of these projects now in place are located in
areas where existing sediment contaminants exceed the interim screening criteria. Although this is an
indication that wetlands restoration can be feasible in spite of the presence of contaminants in the dredged
materials, this fact does not exclude the potential for increased bioavailability and long-term injury to the
ecosystem. Potential long-term impacts resulting from release of contaminants into the marsh environment
include:

¯ Impaired reproduction of organisms due to bioaccumulated contaminants;

¯ Changes in structure of ecological communitie.s within the marsh ecosystem due to species-
specific intolerance to contaminants;

° Reduced growth rates of affected organisms;

¯ Food web contamination caused by bio-magnified contaminants passed through both
aquatic and terrestrial food chains; and

° Chronic and additive effects from sublethal levels of contaminants in sediments and the
water column that could influence the distribution and densities of shorebird, invertebrate,
and fish populations within the marsh environment.

8 Tessier and Campbell, 1987, cited in Long and Morgan 1990.
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The vulnerability of a tidal marsh to sediment-based contaminants depends on several factors:

¯ Physical and chemical properties of the contaminants;

¯ Concentrations of the contaminants;

¯ Hydrodynamics of the marsh; and

¯ Properties of the ecosystem that enable it to immobilize contaminants and resist changes
that would result in mobilization of contaminants (e.g.; oxidation of sediments, channel
bank erosion, channel incision, channel headward growth, root penetration).

Given the large number of endangered and special status fish and wildlife species that may potentially use
the restored marsh, the release of contaminants is a major cause for concern, and long-term monitoring
would be needed to assess potential effects on biological resources. The Proposed Project includes a
monitoring program to provide information regarding sediment quality, water quality and contaminant
release. Monitoring methodologies .and frequencies have been proposed in the Applicant’s Draft
Monitoring Plan.9 These details will be f’malized, taking EIR/EIS mitigation measures into account, as
part of the permitting process and project approval. An .important part of this EIR/EIS has been the
identification of contingency measures to be implemented if adverse biological effects appear likely.

The interim screening criteria described above were developed based on existing toxicity data promulgated
by the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). The data are nationwide in
scope and not specific to the San Francisco Bay region. These ~data were compared to wetland sediment
concentrations typically found in the Bay Area to determine how existing sediment concentrations compare
to toxicity values. This comparison was used to establish the screening criteria with consideration given to
levels of acceptable environmental risk and concerns presented during a public review of the criteria.
Application of these criteria, other testing data, and site-specific factors for restoration projects (such as
Montezuma) in determining sediment suitability for cover and non-cover is relatively new in the Bay Area
and, as such, has not been proven protective of the established environments. Additionally, the toxicity
data used in establishing cover and non-cover contaminant concentration criteria1° have been revised and
updated~ since the criteria were established. These factors result in concerns that application of these
criteria may not provide the necessary protection of endangered and threatened species. For example, the
USFWS has identified a possible biological toxicity threshold for sediment mercury concentration for
endangered California clapper rails below the interim screening criterion for mercury. Scientific

and uncertainty exist for both data and models. These uncertainties exist for all dredgedcontroversy
sediment disposal alternatives.

2.5 The Montezuma Site

The Project site is located at the eastern edge of the Suisun Marsh system, a vast marsh supporting a
diverse mosaic of plant communities adapted to brackish water. The site is within the primary and
secondary management area of the Suisun Marsh designated in BCDC’s Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and
Solano County’s Local Protection Plan. Activities occurring on the site can affect the ecosystem of the
adjacent Suisun Marsh and Sacramento River. The site is now managed as grazing land, and includes
grassland, wetlands and uplands. The site supports special status species of plants and wildlife, including

9 Levine-Fricke 1996
10 Long and Morgan 1990
11 Long et al. 1995
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the state- and federally listed endangered salt marsh harvest mouse, and the federally listed threatened
vernal pool fairy shrimp.

The proposed site for the Montezuma Wetlands Project is located near a critical point in the San Francisco
Bay estuary, the historic location of the entrapment zone, the area where the inland flow of saline ocean
water moving at the bottom of the estuary mixes with the inflowing fresh water from the Sacramento and
San .loaquin rivers. The entrapment zone is one of the most biologically productive areas within the
estuary, but it has moved upstream to the lower river channels of the Delta in recent years as a result of
drought and increased water diversions. The importance of the biologically productive entrapment zone,
and the fact that in years of heavy rainfall it may again be located near Montezuma, presents an
opportunity and a cause for concern in a project that would return 1,782 acres to tidal action.~2 The
presence of the entrapment zone and variable salinity levels in water could increase the uncertainty for
marsh restoration; conversely, the Project could affect biological resources in the entrapment zone, most
notably fish.

2.6 Impacts of Habitat Conversion

Most of the projects where dredged materials are proposed for use in marsh restoration involve placing
these materials in subsided, diked historic baylands to accelerate the restoration of these lands to tidal
wetlands. These diked baylands consist of over 80 square miles of diked land that historically were part of
the Bay and were either tidal marsh or mudflats. These areasthe best opportunity forrepresent enlarging
the Bay and restoring lost natural resource values. However, the seasonal wetlands which have formed on
portions of these areas may serve as important habitat for Bay species, particularly for shorebirds and
migratory waterfowl. Restoring tidal action on these lands converts these seasonal wetlands to tidal
wetlands, although dredged materials can also be used to create seasonal wetlands.

The site is approximately 2,300 acres in size, 1,620 acres of which have been determined to be Section
404 jurisdictional wetlands and other waters, most of which are seasonal in nature. The Project would
restore .1,782 acres of the site to tidal wetland with high and low marsh features, and create 48 acres of
diked, managed marsh. Much of the existing wetlands at the site are degraded and have been adversely
impacted by on-going agricultural use. The functions and values of the existing wetlands are variable and
differ in many respects from those of the proposed tidal wetlands.

Resource agencies look for a balance of habitat types and functions in projects that would convert large
areas of land from one habitat type to another. In any event, mitigation of habitat losses would be
required, either by in-kind replacement or cbnversion to other habitat types of equivalent or greater value.
This issue is evaluated in section 6.8 of this EIR/EIS.         _

!
12 "An Analysis of the Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material at Upland Sites in the San Francisco Estuary," June 1994. San

Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission.
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Chapter 3
SUMMARY

¯ ¯ ¯

.This Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIPUEIS) analyzes the potential
impacts associated with the proposed use of materials dredged from the San Francisco Bay to restore
wetlands in the Suisun Marsh in Solano County. The primary purpose of the EIR/EIS is to provide the
public and decision makers with information regarding the environmental consequences of the proposed
action, the Montezuma Wetlands Project. This document has been prepared jointly by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) as the federal lead agency, and the Solano County Department of
Environmental Management (County) as the local lead agency.

Chapter 1 provided additional background on the project’s dual purpose and need--to provide for the
commercial disposal of dredged materials while restoring tidal wetlands, and on the discretionary actions
that are required for project implementation. Following are summaries of the proposed project and
alternatives, including no-action, and the associated environmental consequences.

3.1 Smnmary Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives

3.1.1 Proposed Project

The Project proposes to restore 1,782 acres of tidal wetlands, and create 48 acres of diked managed marsh
on the 2,394-acre Montezuma site located in Solano County, adjacent to the Suisun Marsh. The site is now
d.iked grazing land containing uplands and non-tidal wetlands.

Disposal capa.city ofthe Proposed Project is 17 million cubic yards (mcy), which is 3 mcy less than that
because of lowered fill elevations in the revised The wouldoriginallyproposed design. Project restore

tidal wetlands by constructing cells, separated by engineered levees, creating tidal channels in and between
the cells, and connecting the four phase areas of the project to tidal flows. The Project is proposed to be
constructed in four phases to minimize temporary losses of wetlands during construction, and to facilitate
engineered placement of the dredged material. The initiation of construction of each new phase would be
contingent upon the Project’s meeting various engineering and ecological criteria.

Dredged material from the San Francisco Bay would be barged to the site, off-loaded, and placed in the
cells until elevations suitable for marsh establishment were reached. The dredged materials from the Bay
would include about 80% cover and 20% non-cover sediments which meet screening criteria established
by the SFBRWQCB. The Project would also operate a sediment rehandling facility, to be used to dry
sediments for both on-site use in levee construction and for off-site sales.

3.1.2 On-Site Alternative 1: Managed Wetlands

Alternative 1 differs from the Proposed Project in that it would create 1,822 acres of managed non-tidal
wetlands on the 2,394-acre Montezuma site instead of tidal wetlands. The managed wetlands would be
similar in function and configuration to those that now exist at other locations throughout the Suisun
Marsh. Vegetation within the restored wetlands would be managed according to four different water
regimes or "schedules" (see Appendix C), the goal of each schedule being to promote specific vegetation
types, to the benefit of different types of wildlife. The project would require continuing management and
maintenance. The managed wetlands would be connected by channels to the Montezuma Slough. Water
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flow into the site would be controlled by tide gates, pumps, and seasonal evaporation. Water intakes
would be screened 1~o limit fish entrainment.

3.1.3 On-Site Alternative 2i Combined Tidal and Managed Wetland

Alternative 2 is similar to the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, but differs in that it would restore both
managed wetlands and tidal wetlands on the 2,394-acre Montezuma site. Tidal wetlands would be restored
in Phases II and IV, at the southern part of the site. Managed wetlands would be restored in Phases I and
III, at the northern part of the site. Other variations in the configuration of tidal and managed non-tidal
wetlands are also possible with this alternative. This alternative would combine the benefits of both tidal
and managed wetlands, as well as the associated impacts.

3.1.4 Off-Site Alternative 3: The Bel Marin Keys Site    ,

Alternative 3 is similar in purpose and operational characteristics to the Proposed Project, but it would be
located on a different site in a more saline area of the San Francisco Bay estuary. The site is 1,610 acres
of diked seasonally wet grasslands and uplands, most of which is used for oat hay production, in Marin
County adjacent to San Pablo Bay. Site capacity is 17 million cubic yards of dredged materials. The site
would be restored to tidal marsh in four phases. The off-loading facility would be constructed about
3.6 miles off-shore in San Pablo Bay. The design for this alternative would incorporate engineering
features similar to those of the Proposed Project, except that the marsh plain elevations would be set at
approximately local mean high water (MHW) elevation (+2.0 feet NGVD).

3.1.5 Off-Site Alternative 4: The Hamilton Site

Alternative 4 as conceived for this EIR/EIS is similar in purpose and operational characteristics to the
Proposed Project. The 840-acre site in Marin County includes the abandoned airfield of the former
Hamilton Air Force Base, and the antenna field to the northeast along the San Pablo Bay shoreline,
contiguous with the Alternative 3 Bel Marin Keys site. Once marshland, the site is now diked grasslands
and paved areas. No agricultural uses occur on the site. This alternative’s capacity is 8.7 racy of dredged

material, assuming a +2-feet NGVD f’mished elevation that would be ~appropriate for the initial
establishment of low-marsh vegetation. The site would incorporate engineering features like those of the
Proposed Project and would be restored to tidal marsh in two phases. The off-loading facility would be
constructed about 3.6 miles offshore in San Pablo Bay, in a fashion and location similar to that proposed
for the Bel Marin Keys alternative above.

3.1.6 The No-Proj ect Alternative

The No-Project Alternative would result from a decision by the Corps not to issue a permit for the project,
because it is not be possible to construct a project that would meet the project purpose and need without
discharging fill material into Waters of the U.S. With this alternative, wetlands would not be restored at
the Montezuma site. The site would continue in existing use, subject to use changes in the future consistent
with applicable land use and zoning regulations and policies of the local jurisdictions.

3.2 Enviromnental Consequences of the Proposed Project and Alternatives

Tables 3-1 through 3-5 summarize the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and the four project
alternatives. Information in the tables has been ordered to correspond with environmental issues described
in Chapter 6. An impact summary table for the No-Project alternative is not included because that
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alternative involves the continuation of existing land uses, which generally results in there being no
environmental impacts, although site conditions are subject to change in the future.

The tables list adverse and beneficial impacts and mitigation measures for the Proposed Project and for
each of the four project alternatives. They are arranged in four columns:

1. Environmental impacts,

2.Level of significance prior to mitigation,

3.Mitigation measures, and

4.Level of significance after mitigation.

The level of is noted in the second and third columnseitherimpactsignificancepriortomitigation as ~tS~’

for less than significant, "S" for significant, or "NA" for not applicable (which is explained below). The
impact determinations are provided separately for the County and Corps, based on general guidance in the
CEQA and NEPA regulations, respectively, as applied by agencies to particular circumstancesthelead the
of this project. Solano County is the lead agency under CEQA and the Corps is the lead agency under
NEPA for this project. The offsite alternatives are not in Solano County, and would be under the control
of another local jurisdiction, Marin County for Bel Marin Keys, and the City of Novato for Hamilton.
County significance determinations for the offsite alternatives are intended to be generally consistent with
those made for the proposed and on-site alternatives, but they do not obligate any decisions or findings by
the local jurisdictions that control these sites.

Determinations of significance for the County and Corps differ in many cases, based on the scope of the
impact, the degree of regulatory control, and the relationship to state and local versus federal
environmental requirements. In several instances, significance thresholds are lower, i.e. more easily
exceeded, resulting in a significant impact, for the County than they are for the Corps.

If an impact would not be significant under CEQA but it would be significant under NEPA, the notation
for impact significance would read "LS" for the County (under CEQA) and "S" for the Corps (under
NEPA).

NEPA and CEQA treat beneficial impacts differently. The level of significance under NEPA (i.e., the
Corps) is identified for beneficial impacts. CEQA does not require identification of beneficial impacts;
therefore, the level of significance for Solano County, the lead agency under CEQA, is noted as "NA" for
not applicable. No mitigation is required for beneficial impacts.

Economic effects also considered differently under NEPA and CEQA. For economic and fiscal factorsare
associated with the project, impacts are determined to be either adverse or beneficial and then, under
NEPA, determined to be significant or less than significant. The significance of economic impacts is not
applicable under CEQA, which does not consider economic impacts to be significant. The CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131 states, among other things, that the economic or social effects of a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment. However, the economic impacts that would occur
would primarily affect conditions in Solano County or the Bay Area. Therefore, the impact significance
under CEQA, when indicated in the tables as "NA" for the County, refers only to the fact that, under
CEQA, economic impacts are not considered significant environmental impacts. If, however, an
economic impact has clearly foreseeable environmental consequences, that impact is recognized in this
document as appropriate under CEQA.

The level of significance after the indicated mitigation is noted in the last column of the tables. For adverse
impacts, the significance after mitigation is either "LS" for less than significant or "SU" for significant
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and unavoidable. The significance of beneficial impacts would not change from the original assessment of
the impact because no mitigation is required.

For a complete description of potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures, see Chapter 6.

Table 7-2 in Chapter 7 compares the major impacts and benefits of the Proposed Project and alternatives.
Major conclusions and recommendations of this EIR/EIS are described in Chapter 8.
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

ect

................ i ’"’~ " " "’"’ ~ ~’ ’:’ :" " " " ,,, """"~-."~:~.~<~:~’~:, :~.~-~~’.~5"~-:~,
P-LU-1. ~e Pro~ Proj~t would remove 1,650 acres of~ ~    No mitigation r~uir~.
gr~g l~d ~om agricul~r~ ~, ~d would ch~ge 245
acres of upl~ds 1~. by ~e h~t~g club to till marsh.

~er 1~ ~ ~pa~ ~e rda~ ~ dis~ of ~o~ ~ owsi~ ~ d~g ~on ~ o~mtion p~ of Se proj~t. ~e~ ~pa~ ~e idenfifi~ ~er Se
appropfia~ topic. ~ Traffic, C~ation ~ A~; Ak ~i~; Noi~; R~ion; ~ Ut~iti~ ~iom ~ ~ ~le ~d ~ Se E~IS.

P-POL-I: ~e Pro~ Proj~t wo~d ~ ~mistent wi~ S ~ P-PODI: ~e Sol~o Co~w General PI~ ~e LPP, and ~e zo~ng
Sol~o Co~ pl~ ~ ~licim for pla~ment of dr~g~ ordi~ shall ~ ~end~ to allow for pla~ment of dr~g~ materials
materials ~ ~rsh ~d water~e~ndent ~dmtri~esigmt~ for wetl~d e~ment prior to ~it approval. ~ addition
~, ~d ~e reh~dl~g of dr~g~ ~te~s for omsite ~d ordi~ s~ll ~ ~end~ to allow for reh~g of ~edg~ ~terials
off-site ~ would ~ ~mmiste~ wi~ ~s allow~ ~ ~e I-. for omsite ~d off-site ~ prior to ~it approval.
~ zo~g district.

P-POL-2: Proj~t ~plemenmtion wo~d ~volve ~sh ~ ~ No mitigation r~uir~.
r~toration on 541 acres of l~d desig~t~ for ~mre water-
de~ndent ~dusUial ~ D ~e Co~w.
P-~L-3: ~en~ent of Se Marsh ~d Wefl~d Habi~t ~ ~    No mitigation require.
~d Use Pro~s of ~e ~d U~ & Circulation Element
~UCE), ~e Re~ ~d Collation Element ~COSE),
~e Subar~ ~d Use ~d Tr~mtion Policies for ~e
Wetl~d Prot~tion ~d Western ~dustrial Sub~ of Se
Collimville Monte~a Hills Ar~ PI~ (C~), ~d ~e
M~sh Pr~e~ation ~P) Dis~ia ~ ~e Sol~o
~g Ord~ ~d ~ve ~dir~ ~p~ on ~e Suis~
Marsh by sea~g a pr~ent for fllow~g dis~ of &~ged
materials ~ existing wefl~ds.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-POL~: Pro~ y~-ro~d ~t~ction would ~ ~ ~ No mitigation is ~equir~
~co~istent wi$ Sol~o Co~W G~ ~ ~rosion Con~ol of Se site prior to ~i~har~e, ~ ~ Se ~ra~ ~it will r~uire
Ord~ ~icle 3, ~si~n ~cipl~ m~ S~, ad~te erosion ~d s~en~tion controls.
r~u~ revegemtion of ~e grad~ ~ ~ adv~ of Se
racy ~n, ~tw~n mid-O~o~r ~d mid-April. It would
al~ ~ ~mistent wi~ ~e RCOSE r~ui~g ~t ~il
dis~b~ce ~ I~it~ to Se ~ri~ ~tw~n April 1 ~d
~to~r 1.

P-POL-5: ~e Proj~t would ~ntribute sig~fi~fly to ~e NA S No mitigation r~ir~ for a ~neficial ~ct.
NA

regioml gofls for ~e long-te~ m~gement of dt~g~
materials ~ Se S~ Fr~ci~ Bay espy.

P-POL-6: Pro~ ~provemen~ ~lud~g addifiom to ~eNA S No mitigation r~uir~ for a ~neficial ~pact.
NA

DWR Day Use Ar~ ~d ~e P~se ~ public a~s facili~
would ~ comistent wi~ Sol~o Co~ ~neral PI~ ~d
BC~ Suis~ Mar~ Proration PI~ and Bay PI~ ~licies
~d would provide ~neficial ~pac~.

P-POL-7. ~e pro~ pla~ment of rel~t~ utili~ I~es ~ ~ No mitigation r~uir~ for a ~neficial impa~.
NAon ~1~, a~ve gro~d, is ~tentially ~mistent wi~

Co~ ~licies dir~t~g ~t utili~ 1~ should ~ I~t~ at
I~t om-~lf mile from Se ~ge of ~e Marsh ~d im~ll~
~low-gro~d wi~ ~e Suis~ Ma~h ~ess such im~lation
is mo~ ~viro~e~lly ~g~g ~ a~v~gro~d
~llation, or is ~nomi~ily ~ible

P-G~O-I: Facilities, es~ially lem~ra~ st~c~res, are S S P-G~O-I: Structures shall
subj~t to ~mage dur~g a.~mre ~q~e by s~ong strong gro~d shying and derogation result~g from ~ ~q~ke on
ground s~k~g ~d liquefaction. ~y identified, ~tentially seismogenic fault at or n~r ~e site.

S = Signific~t ~pact ~ = ~ss-~an-Signifi~t ~pact SU = Signifi~t Umvoi~ble ~pact NA = Not Appli~ble
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Table 3-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Proposed Project

(continued)

P-GEO-2: Criti~l ~oj~t stlctures, such ~ cell ~d S S P-GEO-2: Cdti~l Proj~t st~cmres, such ~ levis, shall ~ designed to
~r~eter !ev~, ~d hold~g ~nd levis ~uld fail or ~ ~e cu~ent engM~r~g s~r~ of pra~i~ for lev~ co~ction, such
~g~ d~g ~ ~q~e, ~cr~g ~mn~ for ~ ~o~ of~e Co~s ~.S. A~y Co~s of EngMeers 1~8, 1980).
rel~ of con~ to ~e enviroment ~d delayMg R~r~ for Se design ~d r~o~t~ction of ~e dis~ lev~ ~tio~
marsh resto~tion, as well ~ maMte~ r~r~ s~ll ~ ~in~ by ~e Appli~nt for

~mre design ~d mainte~ of Proj~t lev~. ~e~ r~r~ will ~
~ to t~ck on-goMg lev~ ~Mte~ce ~d to ~ffo~ preventative
~tion ~d ma~ten~ of lev~ prior to ~e development of
problems.

Following repairs to ~y criti~l iev~ ~ag~ durMg ~ ~q~e
event, ~e su~ey ~nc~ar~ ~at would ~ ~mll~ ~ pm of ~e
elevation con~ol mo~tor~g progr~ s~l ~ re-su~ey~ to eval~te
defo~ation ~t ~y not ~ di~e~ble by vis~l obviation. ~is
additioml ~ey~g is ~tend~ to identi~ levis w~en~ but not
br~ched by ~ismic activi~.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-GEO-3: ~ of ~erly~g ~mpressible ~tefials, ~eS S P-GEO-3: If mudwaves fo~, ~mt~ction s~ll
~oj~t ~ Se ~ten6~ to cr~te mudwav~, w~ch ~d ~re water press~es di~i~te, ~e mudwave s~bil~, ~d ~e extent of
l~d to lev~ ~mbiliU, ~c~g ~e ~nti~ for ex~re suffa~ defo~tion to levis ~d ~ "~e adja~nt slough cb~el are
of non~ver ~enm to ~e envko~ent. S~ily, mud eval~t~ by a g~t~! engin~r. ~v~s shall ~ re~or~ or
waves ~dd fo~ adja~nt to ~e si~, cr~t~g a ~tenti~ repair~ ~ n~u, ~d ~y ~rsi~ent mvigation ~r~ shall
~vigation ~rd ~ Monte~ SiouX. remove. ~e ~te of ~ent placement s~ll

r~e~tiom of Se g~t~l engin~r. Additio~l preventive
m~ures are ~ follows.
Prior to ~e placement of any fill on Se site, ~e Project Applicant shall
~lfill Se following r~uiremen~:

¯A baseline hydrographic su~ey of Se Monte~ma Slough
i~iately adjacent to Se site s~ll be conducted ~fore const~ction ~ ~
begi~ in Phase I to provide ~e basis for identi~ing ~d ~rr~ting
any defo~tion caused by mudwaves.

¯For non,over separation and cell levees: surcharge loads shall be
kept signifi~tly ~low foundation material shear strengSs (~in li~,
slow rate of loading).

¯ For inte~hase levees: drainage of foun~tion shall
s~d/wick drains if ~e suMrain system proves ineffective in reducing
~re-pressure buildup.

¯For all ~s of proj~t levees: settlement of levees shall be monitored
in conjunction wi$ ~e monitoring progr~ proposed for assessing fill
elevations in ~e sedi.ment placement cells ~d’ repairs ~de, as

~ neces~u. ~e levee design will ~ modifi~ if Se results of ~e
proposed geotecMieal evaluations indicate ~at changes are required
for levee s~bili~. ~e rate of sediment placement o~rations will
reduced to allow for dissipation of pore water pressures.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA -- Not Applicable .
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Table 3-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Proposed Project

(continued)

P-SED-I: Chemical concentrations in sediments used on the S S P-SED-.____~I: The Applicant shall maintain complete records of the sediment
LSsite may on a small scale exceed the proposed criteria (based sources, their physical and chemical characteristics, and of the disposition

on the SFRWQCB Interim Screening Criteria). of such sediments within the site. If confirmation sampling indicates that
sediments placed on the site have exceeded the required cover or non-
cover criteria for placement according to the project design, additional
sampling of the affected location(s) shall be undertaken immediately to

Idevelop a profile that establishes the nature and extent of the
exceedence(s). Based on these results, subject to review and approval by

~ the Corps, County, and RWQCB, one of the following alternative
’ measures shall be implemented:

¯ If the exceedence is relatively isolated, small in magnitude (within the
range of normally expected variability), and not expected to have
adverse effects under the conditions of its placement, it may be left in
place.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

. ~" ~    *’.~     .>" ..... ".: " ~ ~"" :r,~:~’ ?= ~’::~:’:" ~:’~ ;" 2~~ .... ~: "’~" ~ ~’>~.r :a-~ ":"

P-S~D-I (~nt~ud) ¯ If ~e’a~ve circums~nces do not apply, ~e s~iments of concern
shall ~ removed to ~ approved I~ation bas~ on ~eir chemi~I
characteristi~. ~aterial shall ~ removed wi~ mech~ical grading
equipment or D~ble dredges capable of working
enviro~ent. Subject to agency review and approval,
may
to wi~in a~ep~ble ranges for placement on

.
mobili~, ~pping wi~ fine sediments, increased dep~ of burial or
horizon~l isolation from chapels, and increas~ long-te~
monitoring sh~l ~ consider~ by ~e Appli~t ~d regulato~
agencies.

P-SED-2: Eye.ration ~d ~n~ntration of water in ~n~ S S P-S~D-2: ~erly ~pling ~d ~ysis of
~uld result ~ a grad~ buildup of ~n~ to ha~l water shall ~ ~aduct~. If ~n~t ~n~n~atio~ ~ ~e ~d~en~
~ncen~atio~ ~ ~imen~ ~d ~nd water, ex~ Se ~r~g criter~ for ~ver ~ter~l, Se ~nd shall ~ clo~

~til ~en~ ~ ~ remov~ by cl~shell dr~ging ~d pla~ ~ non-
cover materifl ~ ~ available aon~ver ~ent pla~ment ~11. If
~n~t ~n~n~atio~ ~ ~e ~nd ~en~ ex~ Se ~r~g
criteria for non.vet ~terial, ~e s~imen~ s~ll ~ remov~ by
cl~shell dr~g~g for dis~l at ~ appropriate cl~s l~dfill.

P-~DRO-I: If ~ d~i~ ch~els ~e ~ders~, ~e ~ ~    No mitigation r~uir~. ’ " ’ ? " ": ~ ’
ti~! r~ge at Se up~r en~ of ~e slough c~els would not
provide ~e ex~ fr~uency ~d inaction of ~e marsh
plain.

P-HYDRO-2: ~e ~tential for fl~g ~ Se ar~ adja~nt~ ~    No mitigation r~uir~.
to ~e com~ct~ wetl~ ~uld ~ incr~.

S = Signifi~nt ~pact ~ = ~ss-~-Signifi~t ~pa~ SU = Signifier U~voi~ble Impact NA = Not Appli~ble
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-HYDRO-3: ~e ~rsh pla~ could ~dve~ently ~ pla~S S P-HYDRO-3a: ~e design criteria ~d action ~eshold should ~ s~t~
t~ high. ~s world prevent ~e fo~ation of small as follows:
ch~els, ~d ~e de~sition of ~fi ~ent. "No more ~ 50 ~rcent of Se low ~rsh pla~ shall ~ higher

elevation Sat is 0.5 f~t Mlow 1~1 ~W. N~e~-five ~rcent of Se
low marsh plaM shall ~ ~low Se 1~1 ~W. No more ~ 50 ~r~nt
of ~e high ~sh pla~ shall ~ higher ~ 1~1 ~W; 95 ~rcent of
¯ e high marsh plain shMl M lower $~ ~ elevation of 0.5 f~t a~ve
1~! ~W. Co~tive action s~ll ~ token if ~ese goals are not met.

P-HYDRO-3b: ~ order to prevent ove~ll~g, ~ent placement shall
~ pul~ when Se s~iment elevation is est~at~ to ~ wi~ 1 f~t of
¯ e design elevation for ~$ Se non~ver layer and Se ~ver layer; i.e.,
¯ M ii~ of s~ent ~11 M plac~ ~to ~lls, ~d fill elevation shall
dete~ for och lift after ~tial ~moli~tion. ~ch su~ssive lift
shall ~ $~er, to d~r~ ~e marg~ of e~or ~ achiev~g f~l design
elevatiom. D~g pla~ment, Se slu~ pi~line discharge ~Mt shall
mov~ as r~uir~ to several l~tiom wi~ ~ch ~!1 to prevent
molding b~ u~n vis~l ob~atiom at Se outfall di~harge ~int.
Fill elevations shall also ~ mo~torM dur~g s~iment pla~ment by
m~ of to.graphic su~eying ~d a network of r~istivi~ pro~.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SVMI~RY OF IlVlPACTS ~ MITIGATION lVlEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

M~tig~fi~n !

P-HYDRO-3 (continued) P-HYDRO-3b (continued): The number of resistivity probes installed
within each sediment cell shall be related directly to the acreage and depth
of the sediment cell and to the percent frees in the placed sediment. The
number of grade control resistivity probes shall be increased in non-cover
cells to enhance elevation control in those cells. The upper lifts of the non-
cover sediments shall be gravity consolidated prior to placement of cover
sediments. The sediment placement method has been modified from what
was evaluated in the circulated DEIR to reduce the impact of turbulent
flow of cover sediment over the placed non- cover sediments (see Sections
4.6.2 and 6.8.2 for further discussion).

If monitoring results indicate that fill elevations have exceeded the criteria Iin Mitigation Measure P-HYDRO-3a, those overfilled areas shall be
graded down to design elevations within six months of completion of
sediment placement within each cell. Equipment capable of operating in a
marsh environment shall be used, in order to avoid dewatering cells and
exposing sediment to oxidation. Elevation control measures are described
in more detail in Section 4.6.2. Alternatively, where subdrains are present,
additional subdrain pumping could be used to reduce elevations to
appropriate levels.

P-HYDRO-4: The large open reaches of water could allow LS I LS P-HYDRO-4: Although significant wave fetch is not expected to prevent
LSsignificant waves to form during high tides. These waves sediment from settling out of suspension and accumulating under normal

could resnspend deposited sediment, and retard the formation conditions, marsh vegetation shall be in,troduced into sediment cells (see P-
of a mature vegetated marsh. BIO-2) where the wind fetch exceeds 1000 feet to reduce potential wave

action and re-suspension of sediments that could occur under higher flood
tides and storm events.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

~: ~ere ~y ~ ~ ~cr~e in ~e ~ntmfion of S S ~: If ~e concent(ation of ~y chemi~ of con~m ~ ~e ~e-up
con~ ~ water ~ Se m~e-~ water ~nd, which, if water ~M ex~ one-~If of Se Bas~ PI~ ~rd for d~p water
d~rg~ to ~e S~r~ento ~ver, would violate water diverge, or oSer sm~d ~ ~ou~ Se ~D~ ~it, one or
qmli~ sm~. more of ~e follow~g ~sures s~ll ~ ~plement~ ~ n~es~ to

emure Sat water qmli~ remains ~ ~mplian~ wi$ di~harge sm~r~:

¯ Increase ~e sealing time in Se sediment pla~ment cells;

¯Incr~se Se filtering capacity of ~e geotextile fabrics used in ~e non-
cover cells;

¯Decrose Se amount of recycled water used in ~e water supply
system and increase Se amount of make-up water to r~uce
concentratiom;                                                =

¯Add limestone to maintain dredged sediment slur~ pH aboye 6.5;
¯Add iron chloride or iron sulfate to e~ance precipi~tion;

¯Add fl~culating agents to increase settling of clays ~d fine-grained
sediments;

¯Set up and u~ an alkaline hydroxide treatment system;

¯Set up and use a sulfide treatment system;

¯Set up and use an ion-exchange or car~n tr~tment system.

P-WO-2: Salinity increases in make-up pond water leached LS LS    No mitigation required.
from sediments could increase salirdty in the receiving waters LS

of the Sacramento River and-Montezuma Slough; this increase
would be quickly dispersed.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-WO-3: Some increase in salinity of the receiving waters ofLS LS No mitigation required.
the Sacramento River and Montezuma Slough could be LS
expected from salts leached from dredged materials in the
wetland cells.

P-WO-4: The change in circulation and increased tidal prism LS LS No mitigation required.
in the restored wetlands could slightly decrease salinity in the LS
Montezuma Slough. ,t-

P-GW-I: The Project’s withdrawal of shallow groundwater S S P-GW-I: Prior to receiving Corps §404 and §I0 permits and County use
LSon the site could reduce groundwater supplies for residents permits, the Applicant shall submit the results of pump tests, supported by CO

east of the site. data from piezometers and neighboring wells confirming that the Project’s
withdrawal of groundwater will not affect neighboring wells. The

IApplicant shall also monitor water levels in local supply wells during the
start-up and first month of operation of the GWSS. If water levels are
reduced in local wells, the Applicant shall implement one or more of the
following measures ~ necessary to avoid reducing water supplies in
neighboring wells: reduce the rate of groundwater pumping; increase on-
site water storage capacity; modify well locations or the groundwater
extraction system; or provide the affected neighbors with alternative water
sources.

P-GW-2: The Project could cause localized increases in LS LS No mitigation required.
contaminant concentrations in shallow brackish groundwater i LS
on the site, but it is extremely unlikely that the deeper aquifer
would be affected

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Proposed Project

(continued)

:~>,4.~-~-.:. ~i’!~.’~:::,~:~S. :~.:: ~: ~X~#~::l~:~.,, :~:.:; :.:~;:~ ~%-:-~:~ ~" i~,.i’h:~.~,~~-: .~; :~..~’;: L: ’~:: "~;~ ,:,~.~. ~.~: ~.~ .~. : .......... ~    ¯

~ :"*: " ’~ ...... ;~’~¢ ~t~* ~:~;: ~’~;*"~ ~ 1" ~, "’~’~" :"~*"~’" "~’ ,;~;t1~:*~’~ ~,~;~;~t ",¢~’ ,’~/~ ..... ~ .... "

P-BI61c: It is ~ely but ~ssible ~t pl~t gro~, ~1S S P-BIO-lc: RemedY! steps will ~ ~en if mo~toring revels
burrow~g, or physi~ pr~ could m~e ~n~ ~ bioa~ulation of ~n~. Proj~ mo~tor~g s~ll ~clude
non~ver s~en~ available for pl~t ~d ~1 up~e. ~pl~g of a~ve-gro~d pl~t tissues, submerg~ macroph~es (e.g.
~e r~ulting risks of bioa~mulation ~d toxici~ to wildlife R~ia, Pot~geton), two s~i~ of ~ve~ebrates, Eog~
are low but ~tentially sig~fi~t, co~e~icu~ ~d Neo~sis ~rcedis, or oSer s~ies ~t ~e es~cially

appropriate for ~mpari~n wi$ regio~l mo~tor~g ~. S~ples s~l
~ ~lyz~ to dete~ine if ~e ~acentration of ~y toxic con~t is
signifi~tly hi~er ~ backgro~d ~n~nWatiom.
~n~ntration of ~y chemi~l ex~ ~is Sreshold, or
pl~t r~ extend ~to Se non~ver material ~ ~e 10w mar~ ~bimt, Se
follow~g ~nt~gency m~es shall
~er ~pl~g ~d ~lysis shall ~ ~ffo~ to veri~ ~e find~gs; (2)
aff~t~ ~ sh~l ~ del~t~ via addition! ~pl~g; (3) higher
~ophic level s~ies shall ~ ~pl~ to dete~e if chemi~ls identifi~
~ Se a~ve-gro~d pl~t tissue, submerg~ ~croph~e~ or ~ve~ebrate
~aly~s are sig~fi~tly higher $~ backgro~d ~ncentratio~, ~d are
moving up ~e f~ web ~d ca~g adve~e ~pac~ to wildlife;

(4) if ~ly~s of higher trophic level s~cies ~di~t~ ~ adver~ ~pact,
aff~t~ ar~ will shall ~ rem~iat~ ~ one of~e follow~g m~ers:
(a) ~e ar~ ~ ~ isolat~ wi~ levis, ~p~ wi~ cl~ ~ent, ~d
conve~ into a d~ ma~ged wetl~d; ~) Se aro ~ ~ ~t~ in
pla~ [e.g., biorem~iation for ~lynucl~r aromatic hydr~r~
~s)] and eider remin~ ~ till marsh or leve~ ~d ~nveaed
dike, ~g~ mar~; (c) ~e ar~
aff~t~ ~iment ~d place it in ~ o~n available cell for non.over, or
dis~ of it at ~ appropriate dis~l facili~. ~e ex~vat~ area shall
filled wi~ clan s~iment and restored annronriat.h,

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-BIO-2a: Construction of the Proposed Project would result S S P-BIO-2a: To offset temporary losses of wetland functions and values
LSin short-term losses of existing wetland habitats and associated water management focused on providing interim wetlands erthancement in

ecological functions and values on the Montezuma site. unfilled project phases shall be incorporated into the Project; Phase 11
areas shall be managedto provide shorebird and waterfowl habitat, and
Phases 11I and IV shall be managed to provide SMHM habitat. Water
management shall consist of operating existing pumps and drainage
structures to control the extent and duration of seasonal flooding, and shall
start during construction and continue during the period of sediment
placement, but shall be terminated prior to construction within that phase.

P-BIO-2b: Construction of the Proposed Project could alter orS S P-BIO-2.~._...~b: Prior to Project construction and implementation, the Project ~
LSeliminate vernal pool habitats and affiliated species on the site. Applicant should prepare a detailed plan which shows how construction

activities would avoid impacts on vernal pools outside fill areas. The plan
must include detailed site drainage and buffer areas. If impacted, the
vernal pools should be replaced at a 3:1 ratio (3.6 acres), preferably near
the upland boundary of the Project. To protect regional native plant
diversity, native vernal pool-affiliated plant species within areas of dredged
sediment placement shall be reestablished in appropriate seasonally ponded
habitat within the upland buffer area. Reestablishment shall involve seed
collection and propagation or individual transplantation of the plant species
listed in Table 6.8.3-2. This mitigation measure may be implemented in
conjunction with P-BIO-3d.

P-BIO-2c: Using dredged materials that are excessively sandyS S P-BIO-2c: To foster successful plant establishment and limit contaminant
LScould slow the establishment of wetland vegetation, which mobility, cover sediments placed above non-cover sediments should have a

could also increase erosion and reduce the effectiveness of maximum sand content of 15%, while elsewhere on the site, the top I foot
contaminant containment, should include a maximum of 73 percent sand and 6 percent gravel.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable

3-18



Montezuma Wetlands Project Final EIR/EIS
Chapter 3: Summary                                                                                      July 1998

Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

/~ .Cowry.. ~-~ " ~ .... ........................... ~~~:"~= ~ ~:~~~" ~ non

P-BIO-2d: High marsh, s~so~lly fl~ ~pressio~, ~d S S P-BIO-2d: ~ exotic s~i~s ~ntrol progr~ f~ on prev~t~g ~e
Se uplaM-~ition zone ~uld ~ ~vad~ by ~p~, esmblis~ent of ~p~ ~ ~e high ~rsh ~d upl~d ~ition ar~
reduc~g ~bi~t v~u~ ~iat~ wi~ ti~l resto~tion, sh~l ~ ~rat~ ~to ~e ~oj~t. ~is prog~ should

wi~ Se Appli~t’s pro~s~ ex~r~enmtion on me~ to e~
pic~ew~ es~blis~ent ~d gro~ ~ high marsh, s~omlly wet
depr~sio~, m~g~ fluvi~ hollows, dik~ ~rsh, ~d at ~e lower ~ge
of ~e ~l~d ~ition zone. ~e~ m~es shall ~g~ during
commotion ~d ~nt~ue for Se fi~t ~ y~rs of till restoration in
~ch phase. To demo~te Se viabili~ of ~bi~t restoration,
~plemen~tion of P~ ~ shall pr~ o~y after ~e relative dom~
of desi~ble hydroph~ic vegetation in ~e ~tial ~lo~tion of Phase I
l~d~ elemen~ has ~n d~ent~.

P-BI~2e: ~e a~ent of r~toration ~d mitigation S S P-BIO-2e: A comprehemive mo~tofing pl~ shall ~ f~l~ed wi~ ~e
obj~tiv~ is ~m~ wi$out Se development ~d approval of ~itthg agencies prior to proj~t ~plemenmtion. ~e
~plemen~tion of a ~mprehemive mo~tor~g pl~ ~at mo~tor~g pi~ s~li ~clude Se me~olo~ by which physi~l,
~cludes mo~tor~g, re~g, ~ verifi~tion pr~ures, chemiC, ~d biologi~l par~eters shall ~ m~ur~ to es~blish ~e
~ffo~ crite~, ~d ~ntingenci~. a~ent of proj~t goals. Biologi~l P~eters to

compared wi~ refere~ ~nditiom in oSer Suis~ Bay ti~ marsh~ ~d
shall include at a m~ vegetation stmc~e ~d ~m~sition
l~d~ elemen~ Sat are pa~ of ~e design; ~e u~ of ~m~ct~
ch~el habi~ by fishes; ~d bird ~ of co~tmct~ habi~. ~e pl~
s~ll ~clude re~g ~d verifi~tion pr~es ~d ~nt~gency
m~ures ~d s~ll ~ implement~ for Se life of Se proj~t.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable "
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Table 3-1      "
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-BIO-3a: Sd£ent pla~ment world el£ite up to 524 S S P-BIO-3a: Mitigation r£uiremenl for Se Sl would I
acr~ of habitat ~own or l~ely to supra ~e en~ger~ Se Co~s as pm of S~fion 7 ~ger~ S~ies Act) ~mulmtion wi$
S~. ~e revi~ Proj~t design world not provide USES. ~e lod agenci~ would r~uire ~e ~plemen~tion of m~sur~
sufficient q~li~ ~d q~ti~ of repla~ment habi~t. ~mistent wi~ ~e F~! E~IS r~o~en~tiom, which derive from

¯ e mitigation pl~ pr~nt~ in Ap~ndix Q. 1. ~e ac~l habitat acr~ges
~d ~ffo~ criteria requir~ ~ pa~ of ~e mitigation would
de~ri~ ~ Ap~nd~ Q. 1 or, if ~t, ~ r~uir~ by USeS to achieve
¯ e ~e goals.

P-BIO-3b: ~e Proj~t would el~te bu~ow~g 9wl nest S ~    P-BIO-3b: To mitigate ~e loss of b~ow~g owl nest sit~, ~e Appli~t
sit~ ~d ~uld ~jure or kill nest~g bir~ of Sis ~i~. shall ~e m~ures to emure Sat Se b~ow~g owl nest~g ~pulation on

Se proj~t site rema~ at levels wi~in or exc~g ~e r~ge Sat h~ .,
~n histori~ly ob~. ~e following m~ur~ shall ~ ~plement~
prior to ~e i~tiation of grading or fill placement ~ ~ch ph~ of ~e
wetl~d restoration:

¯ ~e extent of burrowing owl nesting ~roughout Se project site shall
~ asse~ed ~ually during ~e May-July nesting sea~n.

¯ Based on ~e most recent dam available, aaificial burrows in excess of
¯ e number of burrowing owls ~at be could ~ impacted in wetland
restoration ar~ shall be const~cted in upl~d-buffer ~aions of
project site, if possible in ~e vicini~ of active gro~d ~uirrel
colonies.

S -- Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-BIO-3b (~nt~ued) S S ¯ A qualifi~ biologist, as ~rmiu~ by ~e CDFG, shall capture and
relate ~y bu~owing owls r~iding ~ impact areas to ~e a~ificial
burrow sit~. Owl capture and rel~ation s~ll ~cur during ~rly
spring, when ~e owls no.ally return from migration and initially
~upy burrows prior to nesting. ~e biologist shall c0nfi~ ~e
absence of burrowing owls from impact ar~s ~d ensure that all sites
¯ at could ~ attractive to owls are collapsed or sealed to prevent
~ture ~cupancy.

¯ As pe~itted by CDFG, owls may be ~ptured and relocated to
aaificial burrows on ~e project site from burrows ~at are a~ut to be
destroyed in non-project areas such ~ in Se Central Valley.

P-BIO-3c: ~e Proj~t could ~ve l~l~d sho~-te~ S S P-BIO-3c: Fish ~r~ shall ~ provid~ at ~y ~ ~d outle~ during
~pac~ on s~ifl s~s fish s~i~. com~ction ~d ~iment placement p~s of Se proj~ to r~u~

~pac~ to juve~l~ ~d adul~ of s~ial s~s fish s~ies ~r
s~ifi~tio~ of CDFG, ~FS, ~d USES. ~v~ br~ches for och
ph~e s~l ~ sit~ to avoid well~evelo~d s~ of emergent vege~tion
Sat provide im~t habitat for s~ial sm~ fish~.

P-BIO-3d: ~e Proj~t would el~te 0.39 acre of vernal S S P-BI~3d: Prior to impacting ~so~lly ~nd~ ~s ~at provide habitat
~1 habitat ~at sup~ Se f~er~ly list~ ve~l ~1 faiu for f~erally list~ ve~l ~! ~venebrat~, Se Appli~t shall provide
s~p. on- or off-site mitigation to pre~e ~d cr~te ve~! ~I habi~,

a~ording to acr~ge ratios and procures approv~ by Se USES.
P-BIO-3e: ~e Proj~t ~.uld climate h~divid~ls or 1~ S S P-BIO-3e: M~sur~ to prot~t ~d ~ ~pulafiom. of ~re pl~ ~at
~p~atiom of s~hl sm~ pl~, ~clud~ ~e smte-list~ may ~ur ~ ar~s of proj~t impact shall ~ implement~ as de~ri~ in
r~e M~on’s lila~psis. ¯ ¯ ¯¯ e Rare P~ Resource Mittg~ton ~ Restor~ion p~for t~

Mo~ez~ Wet~ Project ~i~ler and ~11 1995), which is included
in Ap~ndix Q.3.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-BIO~: Pla~ment of ~ent wo~d ~ver efi~ng S ~ P-BIO~: To prevent nui~ ~ public h~ eff~ ~iat~ wi~
mo~uito ~n~ol ditch,. ~cr~ ~1 ~ndMg ~uld mo~uito pr~uction, f~l d~igm for ~ch p~ of ~e Proj~t shall
~cr~ mo~uito ~p~atio~ d~g ~oj~t ~m~ction ~ review~ by Se Sol~o Co~ Mo~uito Abatement Dis~ict. ~e
~lemenmtion. District will ~ ~ndu~ ~ri~ic ~tio~ of ~e site dur~g

~mtmcfion ~d follow~g till r~to~tion. B~ on ~e District’s
review, Se Proj~t design s~l ~co~tc m~ures which are non-
h~rdom to fish ~ wil~ife ~t are d~med sufficient by ~e District to
l~it mo~uito pr~uction. ~e Appli~t s~ll provide a~ss ~d ~dMg
~ n~s~ for ~tio~ mo~uito ~ntrol by &e Disuict.

P-BIO-5: ~e su~ss~l r~toration of ti~! s~Ilow water, NA S No mitigation r~uir~ for a ~neficial ~pact.
NA

wefl~d habim~, ~d semitive s~ies Mbimts, wi~
tr~itio~l upl~d ~d buffer ar~ as pro~, ~uld
provide sigMfi~t ~logi~l Mnefi~ to ~mitive pl~, ~d
to fish ~d wil~ife, ~cludMg ~ten~.~ en~ger~
Deim fish~, ~d to Se Suis~ Marsh system ~ a whole.

P-C~T-I: Grad~g ~d ex~vation ~ ar~ of historic ~d S S P-C~T-I: If ~tentially sig~fi~t ~c~logi~ re~ur~s are
prehistoric upl~ ~ve Se ~tential to ~pact budM culm~ identifi~, ~mtm~ion shall ~ tem~rarily r~ir~tM ~til Se materials
r~ur~ sites. ~ M eval~tM p~t to state ~d f~eral guidelM~. A Progr~atic

Agr~ment &A) shall ~ develo~ ~tw~n Se Appli~t, Sol~o
Co~, ~d Se Co~s of Eng~rs ~at provid~ s~ifi~tiom of ~is
pr~. ~e Co~s’ ~c~logia shMl ~e dete~tio~ regard~g
resource sighting, ~d comult wi~ ~e S~O on appropriate
mitigation.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
S~ARY OF IlVlPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

ProposedProject
(continued)

P-CULT-2: Given the high potential for cultural resources on S S P-CULT-2: In addition to mitigation.measure P-CULT-l, in the event that
LSthe site, previously unidentified human remains could be potential human remains are encountered, the materials shall be subject to

discovered during construction of the Project. section 7050.5(b) of the California Health and Safety Code and Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-601;                                O’~
104 Stat. 3048). The representatives onsite shall be members of the tribe                                 �~
most likely to have descended from those individuals prehistorically
inhabiting the Project site.                                                                 ~-

P-CULT-3: The co~tsla uction of the proposed public access S S P-CULT-3: In addition to mitigation measure P-CULT-l, no grading or
LS ~

south of Fire Truck Road could disrupt buried artifacts, excavation shall be done to construct the access area. Fill shall be used to
~create a level public access aiea. Buried artifacts, if present, shall remain

intact following the completion of construction, and thus will not be ~
adversely impacted. A detailed public access plan which shows existing

Itopography, proposed topography, and proposed improvements shall be
�Oprepared and submitted to the County for review and approval prior to

commencement of any public access construction.
P-CULT-4: Use of the Project site would affect historical S S P-CULT-4: In addition to mitigation measure P-CULT-l, if avoidance of

LSfeatures that are considered potentially eligible for inclusion any prehistoric or historic site is infeasible, a Programmatic Agreement
on the National Register of Historic Places and are potentially (PA) shall be developed among the Applicant, Solano County, and the
significant under CEQA Appendix K criteria. Corps of Engineers. The PA shall incorporate relevant federal, state, and

local guidelines for performing the phased data recovery of impacted
cultural resources, including significant assessment, mitigation, and
evaluation and treatment of unexpected resources encountered during
construction.

Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Prq~eet
(continued)

~:~<~ ~..:; ~, "~: ::’~,~:~£~r~. ’~’~:~:~:~~"" :~, ~’~:~::~::’ ~.~:~ ~~? ~-’~:~:~ .... - ~’ " ~ "2"~,~’?~¢~’ ~ :..~-~ ~-~:,:;~;,::~: ~" ~.~, :,.~ .~,’,~,: .~.:~-~’

P-C~-~: ~e ~oj~t would cr~te circulation ~d ~ssible ~ ~ No ~tigafi0n r~uir~.

~fe~ co~ic~ wi$ exist~g Jerico Tow~g Comply, a
water-relat~ ~d~. Page 91 of Se Sol~o Co~ LUCE
r~uires pr0t~g su~o~ding ~es ~om adve~ ~pac~ ....

P-C~-2: D~p ~c~ tr~R~g aggregate road b~ ~uld~
~ P-C~-2: ~y pavemem ~ge r~ultMg from p~oj~ activi~ shall ~

-- restor~ to Se pre~mt~ction ~ndition to ~e ~tisfaction of ~e Sol~o
re~lt ~ ~ge to 1~ road surh~s. Co~ Tram~mtion ~pa~em.

P-C~-~: ~oj~-relat~ v~l t~ffic may ~ tem~r~
~ ~ P-C~-3a: ~e Proj~ ~nt~tor shall provid9 wmerway ~rkers along

~ic~ wi~ r~r~tio~ or ~ercial v~mls ~Mg Se
Se tr~a route to w~ or advise r~r~tio~l ~ ~ercial ~aters

Sac~ento River ~ adja~nt wate~ays ~c~ugal Cut
of h~r~ or ~uipment n~y, purser to Title 14 of ~e Califo~a.

~ Monte~a SiouX) ~r Se ~oj~t site.                                C~e of Regulatiom.
P-C~-3b: ~e Proj~t ~ntra~or ~all ~st a "1~1 noti~ to mariners"
~g s~rd ~vigatio~! pr~ures ~cluding ~e U.S. Coast G~rd,
~at~g publi~tiom, noti~s, etc., to w~ ~aters of proj~-relat~ vestal
~affic.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

. .

P-A~-I: Com~ction would cr~te ~gitive d~t ~M10) S S P-A~-I:
which would elevate I~ levels of sm~nd~ ~iculates. ¯ Wat~ all active const~ction ar~ at least twice ~ily. During d~
Sus~nd~ pa~iculates ~uld r~h ~1~1 levels at wea~er, treat bare soil in comtmction ar~ wi~ hygroscopic
n~rby resident, s~bil~ers, such as magnesium chloride or calcium chloride) after

watering.

¯ Cover all t~cks hauling soil, sand, and o~er loose materials or
require all t~cks to maintain at least two feet of free~ard (e.g.,
dis~nce between hauled material and top of t~ck).

¯ Pave, apply water ~ree times ~ily, or apply (non-toxic) ~il
stabilizers on all unpaved acce~ roa~, parking areas, and s~ging
areas at const~ction sites.

¯ Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil s~bilizers to inactive const~ction
ar~s.

¯ Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to
expo~ stockpiles (di~, sand, era.).

¯ Limit traffic s~s on unpaved roads to 15 mph.

¯ Repl~t vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as ~ssible.

¯ Suspend excavation and grading activi~ when winds exce~ 25 mph.

~-~R-2: Emissiom from o~ration-ph~ activiti~ (including S S P-A~-2: Die~! engines shall m~t B~Q~ s~ ~d shM! ~
SOreh~dlMg facili~ o~rafiom) would exc~ ~e B~QMD pro~rly main~in~ ~d regularly ~ed a~rding to ~e manufacturers’

sm~rd of 80 ~ ~r ~y for ROG, NOx, SOx, ~d s~ifi~tiom m ~ure efficient o~ration.
PM10

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-NOISE-l: ~uipment, vehicle, ~d activities dur~g ~ ~ P-NOISE-l: To redu~ constmctioh noise levels, in~ke and e~aust
~gra~g ~d co~ction would ~cr~e noi~ levels ~s on ~wer ~nstmction ~uipment should be muffled or shield~~,

tem~rarily for ar~ r~iden~ ~ r~r~tionis~, and shrouds or shiel~ us~ to reduce noise from impact tools.

P-NOISE-2: ~uipment, vehicles, ~d activities dur~g S S P-NOISE-2:
~o~ration would incr~ noi~ levels for ar~ residen~ ~d ¯ ~e project shall not cause outd~r noise levels in residential ar~s in

r~r~tionis~. Collinsville along Collinsville Road to exc~ 50 ~A C~L as
measured at Se ~unda~ of ~e residential areas, and/or 45 ~A
CNEL as m~ur~ wi~in ~e interiors of homes in ~ese aros.
Noise levels shall be monitored to confi~ compliance wi~ ~is
r~uirement. If noise levels are exceedS, equipment and/or       :~
operations shall ~ modified as n~essa~ to achieve compliance.

¯Construction ~uipment used by ~e Project shall include mufflers or
shields to r~u~ noise. Slur~ pumps shall be equipped with
"eriti~i" grade silencers and enclosed.

¯An acoustical engineer shall develop a noise reduction plan to
minimize pump levels ~low noise s~rds s~cified in ~e
Collinsville-Montezuma Hills Area Plan.

P-~C-I: Approx~ately 245 acres of ar~ l~ to Se Birds~ ~    No mitigation r~uir~.
~g H~t~g ~e~e ~d S~ng Clays world ~ ~

~nve~ to till marsh, el~i~t~g a~ut ~ acres ~t now
pmvid~ h~ting for game such ~ ph~t, rabbit ~d s~,
which de~nd on d~ gmssl~d ~bi~. ~e H~ting
Pre~e’s r~reatio~ ~ would ~ dismpt~ during
comtmction.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

~:~’~i~’~ ~.::::~:’~, ~,::, ~-:’~’=:~., :~liii i~i:~: .,~.~<, :~,~-~,~..~:, ..i~:~.~.. :::. ~ ,~:~ : M~t~ at~on ~:, ~ =~:~: *~i~:~:,~ ",::~:, ::: .....................:~:~.:~,~,,~’~-~.~:,~,~::,’:~ :~:~ ~:~

P-~C-2: Proj~t ~ction a~ivities would adver~ly ~ ~ P-~C-2: A~ should ~ provid~ to ~e Day Use Ar~ dur~g
~aff~t a~e~ to ~e r~rofio~ activities at ~e DWR Day comtmction. ~y sho.~-te~ tem~ra~ r~d closur~ should ~ review~
U~ Ar~ on Monte~a Slough. ~d approv~ by Se Co~,

~e Monte~ proj~ would not signifi~tly aff~t ~e ~pulation, ho~g or employment of ~e ar~ or ~e region.

P-VIS-I: ~e Pro~ Proj~t would c~ge ~e vis~ ~ ~ P-VISA: ~provemen~ pro~ along Se river shall ~ design~ to
c~racter of~e shorel~e ar~ from ~al o~n spa~ ~d blend wi~ ~e su~o~d~gs ~ much ~ ~ssible. A paint ~heme shall ~
marsh to ~dustfi~ ~e, for approx~ately I0 to 15 y~s. develo~ for ~e p~p~g facilities, ~e off-loading suction pi~, ~el

storage ~, ~d ~cilla~ build~gs, which is compatible wi~ Se mmral
se~g.

P-VIS-2: Con~a~ to Sol~o Co~ ~d BCDC ~licies, ~ ~    No mitigation r~uired.
reI~t~ el~ic distribution ~d telephone l~es ~e pro~s~
to ~ pla~ a~ve gro~d, r~ulting ~ ~tential adve~e
impact on vis~l reso~. Wires would ~ at l~t 6 f~t
apaa to prot~t bir~ flora el~tr~ution.

P-VIS-3: ~e off-load~g ~d reh~dl~g facilities would ~ ~ P-VIS-3: ~I ~ght light~g shall ~ design~ to dir~t light onto work
r~uire ~ght light~g d~g ~ri~ of 24-hour o~ration, ar~ ~d to prevent ~e~ direr ex~sure of ligh~ to adja~nt

I ages.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Proposed Project
(continued)

P-~-1: Exist~g el~ic di~ribution ~d mlepho~ l~es ~ ~    No mitigaion r~uir~. ~are pro~ to ~ rel~t~ a~ve gro~d, ~n~a~ to Sol~o
Co~ ~d BCDC ~licy, ~tentially adversely aff~t~g
wildlife habitat ~d visml reso~s. Wires world ~ at l~st
6 f~t apaa to prot~t bir~ from el~tr~ution.

P-ECON-I: ~e Pro~ ~oj~ would di~la~ gr~g NA ~ No mitigaion r~uir~. ~activi~ on 1,822 acres ~d h~t~g on 3~ acres.

P-ECON-2: ~e Pro~ Proj~ would sig~fi~fly HA S No mitigation r~uir~ for a ~neficial ~pact. NA~ dis~l ~paci~ for &~g~ materials, which would
help ~m~ mvigaion c~els, ~di~ly ma~Mng or
~cr~g ~mrelat~ ~nomic a~ivi~, ~d add~g 1~1
~me ~ Sol~o Co~.
P-ECON-3: ~e Pro~ Proj~t would resdt ~ ~ NA ~ No mitigaion r~uired for a ~neficial ~pact. NAo~rat~g su~lm for ~e Co~.
P-ECON4: If Se Proj~t were m ~ Mtiat~ but ab~don~ S S P-ECON4: A Proj~ Mitigation Mo~mr~g ~d Re~n~g PI~ ~) ~prior m or after i~ pm~ ~mpletion, retaliation or shall ~ pr~ ~fom iss~ of Se Co~ ~ ~it. ~e ~
mm~u~ ma~te~ ~d o~mfion, ~y ~ r~uir~ m will provide a ch~Hist for all ~ of Proj~t mortaring ~d will aid
prevent ~e ml~ of ~n~. ~is ~uld ~ a Co~ s~ff ~ ~se~g Proj~ pmgr~s ~d Se development of ~mntiai
sig~fi~t ~pa~ on Co~ f~cial reso~. Should problem. ~e Appli~t shall ~ r~uir~ m ~st ~n~ or appmpdam
ad~te Co~ f~cial resour~s not ~ available, ~is ~ f~cial ~sur~ces ~ ~ ~o~t mfficient to ~ffo~ retaliation ~d
mm ~uld result ~ ~mntially si~ifi~t physi~l restoration, or on-gong ma~te~ ~d o~ration. ~e ~o~t ~d
envim~enml impacm, t~ing of ~e ~n~ would ~ ~emurate wi~ ~e vol~e ~d ~ of

s~iment plaid at ~e restoration site. ~e approach for ~lculaing ~e
~nd ~o~t will ~ dete~in~ during preparation of ~e Co~ me
~it.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-2

SVlVllVIARY OF IMPACTS ~ MITIGATION lVlEASURES

Alternative 1: Managed Wetland

S~e ~ ~o~sed ~oj~t (s~ Table 3-1)

O~er l~d use impac~ ~e related to dismrb~ce of su~o~d~g ~d on-site uses d~g comtmction ~d o~ration ph~es of ~e project. ~ese impacts ~e
identified ~der ~e appropriate topic. See Traffic, Circ~ation ~d Access; Air QuMi~; Noise; Recreation; ~d Utilities sectio~ ~ Sis table ~d
EI~EIS.

S~e ~ ~o~sed ~oj~t (P-~L ~ Table 3-1)

Sine ~ ~oposed ~oject (P-GEO ~ Table 3-I)

S~e ~ ~o~sed ~oject (P-SED ~ Table 3-I)

No ~pacts on Hy&olo~/Geomo~holo~

S~face Water Q~i~ impacts ~d mitigatiom ~ descriMd for P-WQ-I, P-WQ-2, ~d P-WQ-3 ( Table 3-1); P-WQM not applicable

Gro=dwater impacts ~d ~tigatiom s~e ~ Pro~sed ~oject (P-GW ~ Table 3-I)

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 1: Managed Wetland

(continued)

,-. ~
".’~

Impac~ ~d mitigatio~ related to co~t rele~ s~e as for Pro~s~d Project (P-BIO-I ~ Table 3-I)

Impacts ~d mitigatio~ rdatCd to ~¢ologic~ vSue ~d ~ctio~ s~e as fo~ ~o~sed ~oject (P-BIO-2 $ Table

Impacts ~d mitigatio~ relat~ to s~ci~ s~ s~cies s~e ~ for Pro~sed ~oject (P-BIO-3 ~ Table 3-1)

Impact ~d ~tigation relat~ to mosquitos s~e as for ~oposed Project (P-BIO4 ~ Table 3-1)

~pact 1-BIO-5: ~e e~cement of extemive se~o~ wefl~ NA S NA
codd provide si~fic~t en~o~en~ ~nefi~ to w~$ife, NA

p~c~ly waterfowl

Impac~ ~d ~tigatiom s~e ~ for Pro~sed Project (P-CULT ~ Table 3-1)

Impacts ~d mitigatio~ s~e ~ for Pro~sed ProJect (P-CIR ~ Table 3-i)

~pac~ ~d mitigatiom same ~ for Pro~sed ProJect (P-AIR ~ Table 3-I)

Impacts ~d mitigatiom same ~ for Pro~sed ProJect (P-NOISE ~ Table 3-1)

S = Sig~fi~t ~pact ~ = ~ss-~-Sig~fi~t ~pact SU = Signifier U~voi~ble ~pact NA = Not Appli~ble
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Table 3-3

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Alternative 2: Combined Wetland

S~e ~ ~o~s~ ~oj~t (s~ Table 3-I)

O~er l~d ~ ~pac~ ~e re,ted to ~s~b~ce of s~o~g ~d on-site ~es d~g ~ction ~d o~ation ph~es of ~e project. ~¢se ~pac~ ~e
identified ~der ~e ~propfiate topic. See Trio, Ckc~ation ~d A~¢ss; Ak ~i~; Noise; Recreation; ~d Ut~ities sectio~ ~ ~s ~ble ~d ~ ~e

S~e ~ ~o~s~ ~oject (P-~L ~ Table 3-1)

S~e ~ ~o~sed ~oject (P-GEO ~ Table 3-I)

S~e ~ ~o~sed ~oj~t (P-SED ~ Table 3-I)

Hy~olo~/G~mo~holo~ ~pac~ md ~tigatio~ s~e ~ ~o~s~ ~oject (P-HYDRO ~ Tabl~ 3-I)

S~ace Water ~i~ ~pac~ md ~figatiom s~e ~ ~o~sed ~oj~t (P-WQ ~ Table 3-I)

Gro~dwater impacts md mitigatio~ s~e as ~o~sed Project (P-GW ~ Table 3-I)

Impac~ ~d ~tigatio~ related to con~t rele~e s~e as for Pro~sed Project (P-BIO-I ~ Table 3-i)

Impac~ ~d mitigatio~ related to ecologic~ v~ue ~d ~ction s~e as for Proposed Project (P-BIO-2 ~ Tabl~ 3-I)

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable

3-33



!



Montezuma Wetlands Project Final EIR/EIS
Chapter 3: Summary                                                                                      July 1998

Table 3-3

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Alternative 2: Combined Wetland

(continued)

Alternative 2 would not significantly affect the population, homing or employment of the area or the region.

Impacts same as for Proposed Project; less than significant

Impact same as for Proposed Project; less than significant

Impacts and mitigations same as for Proposed Project (P-ECON in Table 3-1)

S = Signific6nt Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA -- Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin     Site

: ~; ~,--w .~,.!j;.,::~: *.*~ .~,~(~.e" ...+~. ..... .~,~ ~I~;.~:~;,.~,~ ...... ..~..~.,. ~...,.~..~gll .... ~ .... ~-e~’ " ~ ~:~ ~;.~:*-, .L~ :r’,,:~:r~.’~-*...:....~-::~. :" ~: .... . ,~ "..~

3-LU-I: RemovM of 1,5~ acres of agriculmr~ l~d ~d ~ a si~ifi~t S ~    3-LU-I: If Sis ~pact were to prove si~fi~t u~n
SU~pact on Se Co~’s agriculmrM r~m~. ~er review by Marin Co~, a t~fer of

developmem righ~ ~dd ~ ~plement~ ~ou~
~rd~tion wi~ ~e Mar~ Agriculm~l ~d T~t.

~er I~d ~ ~pac~ ~e relat~ to di~ce of suffo~ding ~d ~n-site ~ dur~ ~m~ion ~d o~mtion p~ of ~e proj~t. ~e~ ~pac~ are identifi~ ~der ~e
appropriate topic. S~ Traffic, Circulation ~ A~ss; Air ~li~; Noi~; R~r~tion; ~d Utilities ~io~ ~ Sis ruble ~d ~ Se E~IS.

3-POL-1: FillMg ~d d~i~ wo~d ~ ~mismnt wi~ Ma~ Co~ S’ ~ 3-POL-~: ~en~e~ of Policies EQ-2.~ ~d EQ-
Polici~ EQ-2.~ ~d EQ-2.45, which en~age Se pro.t~ion of wefl~d 2.45 to Mlo~ dik~g ~d fill~g for wefl~ds restoration
~bim~ wi~out ~g or fill~g, shall ~ r~uir~.

3-PO~2: Fill~g ~e sire world ~ ~is~nt wi$ Se F-1 ~d F-2 zones,S ~ 3-POL-~: ~e wetl~d r~to=tion proj~t shall ~ ~
which ~e desig~ to provide storage for Novato Cr~k fl~ wate~ on ~e design~ m ~t ad~te fl~ water storage ~paci~ is
site. available.

3-~L-3: ~te~tive 3 would el~te oat hay fa~Mg on Se ~gion of SeS ~ Mitigation M~ure 3-LU-1 shall ~ r~uir~ to mitigate
site ~t is ~nvegM to wetlY. ~e BC~ ~lici~ on d~ historic Sis ~pact to a less ~ sig~fi~t level.
bayl~ ~d ~e S~ Fr~i~ Bay PI~ ~lici~ r~uire agricultural l~d to
~ prot~tM ~ess ~ agricd~al ~ is no lo~er ~nomi~lly viable. ~
addition, Se M~M Co~ Comprehemive PI~ e~urages Se retention of
agricul~e on ~is site.

3-POLq: ~is Mte~tive would ~ntribute signifi~tly to ~e regio~l goalsNA S No mitigation r~uir~ for a ~neficial ~pact.
Sfor Se long-te~ ~gement of &MgM materials ~ ~e S~ Fr~cis~ ~y

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

.... ." ’ ........... ~ ~ , ................................................. i ............. ~-,.:,~z~ .~:,, ~ w..~- ~:~,-~:-’7~ ~ , .:*:~ .~ .... ~, ~.~. ~ ........ ¯

3~I: S~e as P-G~O-1 (Table 3-1) S ~ 3-G~O-l: S~e ~ P-G~O-1 (Table 3-1)
3-G~O-2: S~e ~ P-G~O-1 ~able 3-1) S S ~:GEO-2: S~e ~ P~BO-1 (Table 3-1)
3-G~O-3: ~u~ of ~derly~g ~mpressible ~Lefials, Se alte~tiw h~ S S 3-G~O-~: [f mMwaves fo~, ~L~[on s~il
Se ~Lenfi$ to cr~Le mudwaves, which ~u[d l~d to lev~ i~bili~, stop~ ~til ex~ ~re water pre~ur~ dissipate,
Set.sing Se ~tential for ex~sure of non~wr s~imen~ to Se mudwav¢ s~bil~s, ~d $� eItent of suffa~
enviro~ent. S~n~rily, mudwav~ ~uld fo~ adja~nt to Se site, defo~ation to levis ~ to adja~nt waters are
c~t~g a ~vigation ~rd $ Novato Cr~k or $ Se Bel M~ Keys eval~t~ by a g~t~i~l eng$~r. ~v~s shll
lag~n rei~or¢~ or repair~ as ~es~, ~d ~y ~rsistent

~vigation ~rds shall ~ remove. ~e rate of
~enL placement shall ~ redu~, b~ on
r~en~tio~ of Se g~L~i~l engulf.
Additio~l preventive m~sures are as follows:

Prior to Se pla~menL of ~y fill on Se site, ~e Proj~t
Appli~t shall ~lfill ~e follow~g r~uiremen~:
¯A baseline hydrographic survey of Novato

and $� Bel Matin Keys lagoon shall ~ conducted
~fore const~cLion ~gins in Pha~ I to p~ovide
basis for idenLi~ing and ~rrect~ng ~y defo~ation
cansed by mudwaves. Prior Lo ~e placement of any
fill on ~e site, the Project Applicant shall ~lfill
following reqni~¢menLs:

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMzMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

.

’{ ~) @ ~. (~0:.:~= ~ J~ l~ ~’,~.’~’-,~,~: ~’~ ~/’ :-~.~ ~ ~"~?-S~ ~r ~ ~’=~’ ~- ~,. ,~’" ~ ~.,.~.~ ~:~;:. U,~ ~I -’=~=~-:~ - l w--r- ~ x ~ ~ ~ ~., ~ ~, ~. g .~ ~-:~’:7 "<~’~; ~:~g~ ~’~g~ ~ ’~ ~.~ 4 ~ :~ = ~ ........ ~ ~ ~" " " : ’
::’~?~O:’::x~ ?~:;;:~ F:~,~.g~, "::-~..~-~ : L~:.: ~ ~"~;:,~:~ ~’- . :;~:~:’-~.:,,~.;~’~)5~:~::’~,,.¯ ~ ..... ~ ..~,.., ..~ ’~ ,,,,. .... .... ;’,," ....... ~-~- ~ ....... ~’., ..’, ,

3-GEO-3 (~nt~u~) ¯ For all ty~s of proj~t levees: settlement of levis
shall ~ monitor~ in conj~ction wi~ ~e
monitoring program propos~ for assessing fill
elevations in the ~iment placement cells and

repai~ made, as necessa~. ~e lev~ design will ~
m~ified if ~e resuI~ of ~e pro~sed g~tec~i~l
eval~tio~ indicate ~at ch~ges are required for
levee s~bili~. ~e rate of sediment placement
o~rations will be reduc~ to allow for dissipation of

~re water pressures.

¯ For non-cover separation ~d cell levees: surcharge
loads shall ~ kept significantly ~low foun~tion
material shear streng~s (thin lifts, slow rate of
loading).

¯ For inte~hase levees: drai~ge of foun~tion shall

~ facili~ted wi~ sandlwick drai~ if ~e subdrain
system proves ineff~tive in reducing pore-pressure
buildup.

3-GEO-4: Same as P-GEO-4 (Table 3-1) S S 3-GEO-4: Same as P-GEO-4 (Table 3-I)

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION lVlEASURI~S

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

3-GEO-5: Do.drag on ~e piles may ~ur due to load~g of ~e clay c~t,S S 3-GEO-~: A ~ils ~g~r s~ll ~nduct design-level
~ing ~ge to exis~g ff~mi~ion l~e towers on site. subs~a~ g~t~ ~vegigation ~d ~te

r~en~tiom ~to a ~mprehemive, demil~
g~t~l d~ign ~d eng~r~g pl~. A
~mprehemive mo~tor~g progr~ of ~Rlement s~ll
~ ~ffo~.

3-SED-I: S~e ~ P-SED-lffable 3-1) S S 3-SED-I: S~e ~ P-S~n-lffable 3-1)

3-SED-2: S~e as P-SED-2ffable 3-1) S S 3-SED-2: Same ~ P-SED-2(Table 3-1)

, , , , ,~ , , , , ,. ....... , ~
3-HYDR~I: ~e P~ ~ lev~ broth ~dd ~e ~e e~argement of ~e~ ~    No mitigation r~uired.
charnel of Novato Cr~k, ~d ~e Ph~ I broth would ~ a new ch~el
to fo~ acro~ Se mud flat.

3-~DRO-2: Wetl~ resto~tion would r~u~ ~e fl~ stooge ~paci~ S S 3-HYDRO-~: A new ch~el ~uld ~ ~mtmct~ to
of Se ~. off~t ~y fl~g ~pact. ~e ~pli~tio~ of r~ueing

Se b~ ~paci~ for fl~ storage should ~ ~re~lly
dete~ by hydraulic m~el~g. ~e enviro~en~l
~pacm of ex~vat~g a new fl~ ~n~ol c~el
would require more de~il~ eviction.

3-HYDRO-3: S~e as P-~RO-3 ffable 3-1) S S 3-HY~O-3: S~e ~ P-HYDRO-3 (Table 3-1)

3-HYDRO4: S~e ~ P-HYDRO~ (Table 3-1) ~ ~ 3:HYDRO4: S~e as P-HYDRO~ (Table 3-1)

3-~RO-5: S~e as P-~RO-5 (Table 3-1) S S 3-HYDRO-5: S~e as P-HYDRO-5 ¢Ta~ a_~

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

t. ~. ." ~..~. .̄..~ ~ :"7 ~::- ’~: ~:.:~7 ~ ~ *3:’ ?: " : : ~ ~: ~ ~ ~i "~ ,~’",:’,; ....: , :: .:, .~ L~:~’;~", . :    ’~" "" : , " ,,~’~ , ""’"’~’*:~:::~*:~":~’~’:~:~’~,’~;.

~: ~ere may ~ ~ i~r~ ~ ~e ~n~ntration of con~ ~ S S ~: To mitigate ~tential ~pac~ relat~ to
water M ~e ~e-up water ~nd, which, if di~gM to S~ Pablo Bay, di~harg~ ~om ~e m~e-up water ~nd ~to ~e
world violate water #i~ s~r~. s~ilow waters of S~ Pablo ~y, a water di~harge

pi~l~ ~uld ~ �o~ct~, allowMg di~h~ge Mto
d~r waters fa~er offshore. If ~is is not f~ible,
~d in ~y ~, o~ratiom should ~ m~g~
n~s~ to m~t appli~ble di~Mrge criteria. All
mitigation m~sures ~clud~ ~der P-WQ-1 for ~e
~o~ Proj~t would al~ ~ r~uir~ for ~is
alte~tive.

~: Com~ction ~ o~ration of ~e off-load~g facili~ ~ pi~l~e ~ ~ No mitigation r~uir~. ~
would l~lly ~r~ sm~ ~mt ~n~atiom M S~ Pablo Bay.

3-BI~la: S~e ~ P-BI~la ffable 3-I) S S 3-BI~la: S~e as P-BIO-Ia (Table 3-I)

3-BIO-Ic: S~e ~ P-BIO-la ffable 3-I) S S 3-BIO-Ic: S~e ~ P-BI~Ic ffable 3-I)

S - Significant Impact ~ = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

3-BIO-~: Ti~ wefl~ restoration at ~e ~1 M~ Keys site world result S S 3-BIO-~: To off~t’t~ra~ loses of wetl~d
~~ lo~ of existing ~1 wetl~ habi~ ~ ~ht~ ~iogi~ ~cfiom ~d valu~ water m~gement f~ on

~ctiom ~ value, provid~g ~terim wefl~ e~ment ~ ~fill~
proj~t p~s shall ~ ~rat~ ~to Se Proj~t.
U~II~ ~ shall ~ m~g~ to provide ~1
wefl~d ~bi~t values for shorebir~ ~d waterfowl.
Water m~gement s~ll ~mist of o~rat~g exist~g
p~ps ~d &ai~ge s~c~res to con~ol ~e extent ~d
d~ation of s~o~ fl~g, ~d s~ll s~ dur~g
~mtm~ion ~d ~nt~ue dm~g Se ~ri~ of ~diment
pla~ment, but s~l ~ te~t~ prior to com~ction
wi~ ~t p~. If n~s~ to mitiga~ ~o~1
wefl~d habi~t lo~es, ~1 wetl~ ~uid ~
~rat~ ~to a revis~ proj~t design for Sis site.

3-BIO-2c: S~e ~ P-BIO-~ ffable 3-1)                                 S       S    ~-BIO-~: S~e ~ P-BIO-2c ffable 3-1)                   ~ ~

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

.;~ ~:, ~ ~-~" ~ ~+~. ~:~ ~; :~:~ :~:~,~ ~ ~:~ ~ ~.:.~’~:~-~ ~:~ ~.L:~: ~=,~.~

3-BIO-2e: ~ a~ent of r~to~tion ~ mitigation obj~tives is
wi~out ~e development ~d ~plemen~tion of a ~mprehe~ive monitor~g f~l~ wi~ ~e approv~ of ~iR~g agenei~ prior
pl~ Sat ~ludes mo~tor~g, re~g, ~ vefifi~tion pr~ures, to proj~t ~plemen~tion.
~ffo~ criteria, ~d ~nt~ge~i~. ~lude

~d biologi~l ~eters sh~l ~ m~sur~ to es~blish

~nditio~
shall ~lude at a m~ vege~tion stature and
~m~sition
Se desi~; ~e ~ of co~ct~ ~el ~bi~ by
fish~;
s~ll ~clude re~ing ~d vefifi~tion pr~ures ~d
~nt~gen~ m~es.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA --- Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

................................................................... :~ ~ignifi~ce ~

3-BIO-3: This alternative could result in adverse impacts to special status S S 3-BIO-~3: Levee breaches and sediment pumps should be
LSspecies, including SMHM and California clapper rail in tidal salt marsh sited to avoid known clapper rail breeding territories and

outboard of the perimeter levee and special status fish species that may be areas of high-quality salt marsh. During the
entrained in pumps at the offioading facility, construction and dredged sediment placement phases,

fish screens shall be provided at intakes and outlets to
reduce impacts to adults. Impacts to eggs, larvae, and
juveniles shall be minimized to the extent practical by
not pumping or diverting water during the spawning
season. The design and operation of fish screens shall
be in accordance with NMFS requirements.

3-BIO-5: The successful restoration of extensive tidal mudflats and salt NA S No mitigation required.
marsh would provide significant ecological benefits to fish and wildlife, NA
including the endangered California clapper rail, black rail, and salt marsh
harvest mouse, and to San Pablo Bay wetlands as a whole.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

3-C~-1: ~plemen~tion of ~is alte~five ~d have ~ adve~ eff~t S S 3-C~-1: ~e site ~ shall ~ ~ste~ti~lly

on previously ~d~ent~ ~c~logi~ or hi,oriel ~teri~s ~t ~uld
~v~tiBat~ by a q~lifi~ archa~logist, ~d ~y

~ di~ver~ d~ing commotion, cul~r~ r~ur~s di~ver~ s~ll ~ eval~t~ for
~tenti~ sig~. ~ Co~s’ areha~logist shall
m~e dete~i~tio~ as to sig~fi~ ~d shall ~ult
wi~ ~e S~te Historic ~e~ation Offi~ (SHPO)
regard~g appropriate mitiBatio~, which shall
indurated into ~e proj~t d~iBn. If ~tentially
sig~fi~t arc~logi~ re~ur~s are identifi~,
~ction shall ~ tem~rarily r~ir~t~ ~til
~teri~s ~ ~ eval~t~ p~s~t to s~te
guidelines. A Progr~ati¢ Agr~ment ~A) shall
develo~ ~tween ~e Appli~t, Mar~ Count, a~
¯ e Co~s of Engin~rs ~t provides s~ifi~tio~ of
¯ is pr~ess. ~e Co~s’ ~cha~logi~ s~ll make
d~te~tio~ regard~g re~ur~ signifi~n~,
~ult wi~ ~ ~O ~ appropriate mitigation.

3-C~T-2: ~molition of ~e exist~g p~pho~ world ~ti~te a S S 3-C~T-2: ~ addition to mitigation m~ure 3-C~T-

~ig~fi~loss of historic r~urc~, if ~e build~gs are eligible for ~e 1, ~e pumphou~ shall ~ eval~t~ by a q~lifi~

Natio~l Register of Historic Place. archit~m~l histori~ to dete~e if it is eligible for
Natio~l Register. ~e Co~s’ archa~logist shall
dete~ine ~e signifi~ of ~e resour~ ~d ~ult
wi~ ~e S~O regarding appropirate mitigaiton.
Pr~ures to presewe ~y eligible resource s~ll
integrated into a Progr~atic Agr~ment ~A)
~tw~n ~e Appli~t, Mar~ Count, ~d ~e Co~s of
Engin~rs.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

........... . ......................................................................, ............................g _ . ~_..,~,,,,~ .+ ~, ....t~,

3-C1-1: Alte~tive 3 wold lcr~ $e level of se~i~ from LOS C to S ~ 3-C1-~: ~e w~t~d ri~t-i l~e shtl ~
approaching LOS D at Bel M~ Keys ~devard ~d Digi~ ~ive, ~d ~nve~ to a le~-~ l~e, ~d a ~nd west~d
from LOS D to approach~g LOS E at ~1 M~ Keys ~ulevard ~ leR-mm I~e ~d a ~ird mu~d ~ough l~e should
Co~ercial Boflevard. ~ added to ~pr0ve ~e ~ter~fion to LOS C dur~g

: t~, :,<,’. ,~ ~:-,:~7’ ’~, -’~ ,~,¢:, >;~,,, b~.~:’’>’ ~e P.M. ~ hour.

3-1-1: Comt~aion would cr~te ~gitive d~t ~MI0), which would S S 3-1-1: .....
elevate I~i levels of s~nd~ pa~iculates. Sm~nd~ pa~iculates could

~

r~ch ~lfi~ levels at ~rby residers. ¯ Water all active const~ction ar~s at least twice
~ily.

¯ Cover all t~cks hauling soil, sand, and oSer l~se
I~ materials or require all t~cks to main~n at least

two feet of freeboard.
¯Pave, apply water ~ree times daily, or apply (non-

toxic) soil s~bilizers’on all unpaved a~ess roads,
parking areas, and s~ging areas at cons~ction
sites.

¯Hydrose~ or apply (non-toxic) soil s~bili~rs to
inactive const~ction are~.

¯ Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-
toxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles (di~, sand,
etc.).

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

3-AIR-_____[1 (Continued) ¯ Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.

¯Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as
possible.

¯ Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds
exceed 25 mph.

3-AIR-2. Emissions from operation-plmse activities would exceed the 3-AIR-2. Diesel engines shall meet BAAQMD standards
SUBAAQMD significance threshold of 80 pounds per day for ROG, SOx, and and shall be properly maintained and regularly tuned

NOx according to the manufacturers’ specifications to ensure
efficient operation.

3-NOISE-l: Equipment, vehicles, and activities during grading and I S I LS 3-NOISE-l:
LSconstruction would increase noise levels temporarily in the eastern portiom ¯ Muffle and shield all intake and exhaust ports on

of the Bel Marin Keys development along Bel Marin Keys Boulevard and - power construction equipment, and shroud or shield
Bahama Reef. all impact tools.

¯ Where such equipment is available and feasible, use
electric, rather than gas or diesel construction
equipment.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

3-N~ISE-2: ~uipment, vehicles, ~d activities dur~g o~ration would S S 3-NOISE-2:.
~cr~ noise levels for ar~ residen~ ~ r~r~fio~sts. ¯ ~e Project shall not ~use noise levels in residential

~eas of Bel M~in Keys to exc~d 65 dBA (~n).
Noise levels shall ~ monitored at appropriate

" l~tions to confi~ ~mpli~ce wi~ ~is
requirement. If noise levels are exceeded,
equipment and/or operations shall ~ modified, as
n~essa~ to achieve compliance.

¯ Instil "critical" grade silencers and enclose ~ch
pump.

¯An acousti~l engineer shall develop a noise
reduction plan to minimize p~p levels ~low        ~
regulato~ standards.

No r~r~tioml ~s would ~ aff~md by wetl~ restoration on ~e ~1 Mar~ Keys site.

3-HOUS-1: ~e Bel Mar~ Keys alte~tive world prelude ~e developmentS ~    }-HOUS-1: A ~ion of ~e sire shall ~ rem~ for
of hom~g on ~e site. ~is would ~ ~mistent wi$ Co~ zon~g, hom~g development.
which allows one dwell~g ~t ~r two acres on Se site, ~d would h~der
Se Co~’s effom to meet im hom~g n~

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

3-VIS-I: ~e off-lo~hg ~ p~phg f~iti~ ~ ~e Bay would have a ~ ~ 3-VIS-I: ~provemen~ sh~l ~ d~ign~ to blend wi~

m~or visml ~pact on views ~om ~e shorel~ ~d from ~e Bay. ~e ~ro~dings ~ much ~ ~ssible. A paint ~heme
~d design shill ~ develo~ for Se p~ping facilities,
¯ e off-loading suction pi~, ~el storage ~, ~d
~cilla~ buildings which are ~mpatible wi~ ~e Bay
~ing.

3-VIS-2: Contra~ to BC~ ~licy, ~w el~ic dis~ibution ~d telephone~ ~    No mitigation r~uir~.
l~es are pro~ to ~ pla~ a~ve gro~d, result~g ~ ~ adver~ ~pa~
on v~ml r~o~s. Wir~ world ~ at 1~ 6 f~t apa~ to les~n ~tential
im~c~ on bird.

3-~S-3: ~e off-I~d~g facili~ would r~uire ~t lighting dung ~ri~s~ ~ 3-VIS-3: All night light~g shall ~ design~ to direr

of 24-hour o~ration, light onto work ar~ ~d to prevent ~s~ dir~t
ex~sure of ligh~ to adja~nt ar~.

3-~-1: New el~ic distribution ~d telephone i~es ~e pro~ to ~ ~ ~ No mitigation is suggestS.

pla~ a~ve gro~d, ~n~ to BCDC ~licy, ~ntially adver~ly
aff~t~g wildife habi~t ~d vis~ r~s. Wires would ~ at I~t 6 f~t
apaa to l~sen ~tent~ ~pac~ on bird.

3-~2: Placement of &~g~ materifls ~dd rai~ Se site elevation ~dS ~ 3-~-2: ~e exist~g tr~mission lhe shall ~ mov~
~ sealement, which ~dd aff~ s~bili~ of~e PG&E 115 kV lines, to ~e ~r~eter of Se site. A 35-f~t cl~r~ ~tween

ff~mission lines ~d material pla~ shall ~ r~uired.

S = Significant Impact LS -- Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 3: Bel Marin Keys Site
(continued)

3-ECON-I: ~is alte~tive would result h ~e loss of revenue from oat hayHA S ~-ECON-I: Mitigation M~ure 3-LU-1 s~ll
fa~g on 7M acres of I~d. r~uir~ to mitigate Sis ~pact.
3-ECON-2: ~is al~tive would sig~fifi~fly hcr~e dis~l ~paci~ NA S No mitigation r~uir~ for a ~neficial impact.
for dr~g~ ~terials, whi~ would help ~m~ ~vigation ch~els, - S
~dir~fly maiming or ~cr~g ~a-relat~ ~nomic activi~ ~d add~g
in.me to M~ Co~.

3-ECON-3: ~is ~te~tive would result ~ ~ o~rat~g s~l~ for Mar~NA ~    No mitigation r~uirO for a ~neficial ~pact.
Co~.

3-ECON4: If ~e proj~t fails, rem~htion ~d restoration of ~e site to NA S ~-ECON4: ~e Appli~t shall ~ r~uir~ to ~st
pre-proj~t ~nditiom, or ~ntinu~ ~te~ ~ o~tion, would ~ ~n~ ~ ~ ~o~t ~fficient to ~ffo~ retaliation
r~uir~. ~is ~d ~ a major sig~fi~t ~pact on Marin Co~ ~d restoration, or on-gong ~inte~ ~d o~ration.
f~cial resour~s.

3-ECON-5: If restor~ wetl~ ~e domt~ to a public or ~n-profit enti~NA S 3-ECON-~: ~e Co~ shall r~uire ~at Se Appli~t
at ~e end ofSe proj~’s life, Sere would ~ ~ ~ified cost to ~is ~blish a ~lf-sup~g ~d to re~bur~ ~y public
~ti~ (or to Se Co~ if such ~ a~gement fail~) ~s~iated wi~ long- or non-profit enti~ ~t ~es over ~e site ~d provides
te~ ~gement ~d ma~te~ of ~e proj~t site. long-te~ m~gement ~d mainta~ce.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-5
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site

.......~. >~.,.~.~>, ~ .~.,:~.,: .::,,.~,.~, ~.,,~,. ,.~.: .~,~,~.:~. ~ ".-~ ,.~~:~ ..... :~. ....~ ,:.~ ,~.~.~. ~.. .... . .........~.~,.,..~.., ..-,-.,....,.~ .ii~ ... .............~< ,gn ....

-~’. ’" ’,; " .;~,;’~’"."~: ,""".’~-,’~.W~~ " ’? "’" ,,; ~": ~ " "~:’~’’ ’ ": ~ . , . "~;;’. "- " ~" " ,.¢’ ~’~’"~

~te~tive 4 would not sig~fi~fly ~pact ~d ~.

4-POL-I: ~is ~te~tive world ~n~ibute si~fi~tly to ~e regio~l goalsNA S No mitigation r~uir~ for a ~neficial ~pact.
for ~e long-te~ mgement of &Mg~ ~terials M Se S~ Fr~i~ ~y S

.
@G~O-I: S~e ~ P-GEO-I ~able 3-I) S S 4-G~O-I: S~e ~ P-GEO-I ~able 3-I).

4-G~2; S~e ~ P-GEO-I ~abIe 3-I) S S 4~EO-2: S~e ~ P-G~O-I (Table 3-1)

~O-3; ~ of ~derly~g ~mpressible m~terials, ~e proj~ ~ ~e S S 4-G~O-~; If mudwaves fo~, ~ction s~ll ~
~~tential to cr~te mudwaves, which ~uld I~d ~ lev~ ~bili~, s~op~ ~til ex~ss ~re water pressures di~ipate, ~e "

~r~g ~e ~tent~ for e~s~e of ~n~ver ~en~ to ~e mudwave s~bil~, ~d ~e extent of suffa~
enviro~ent, defo~tion to lev~ is ev~t~ by a g~t~l

eng~r. Mv~s s~l ~ rei~or~ or repair~
n~. ~e rate of ~ent pla~ment r~u~,
b~ on Se r~en~tio~ of ~e g~t~i~l
eng~r. Addi~o~ preventive m~ur~ ~e ~ follows:

Prior to ~e pla~ment of ~y fdl on ~e site, ~e Proj~t
Applier shall Mfill ~e follow~g r~uiremen~:

- For non-cover separation and cell levess; surcharge
loads shall ~ kept sig~fi~tly ~low foun~tion
material shear streng~s (Sin lifts, slow rate of
loading).

S - Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-5
S̄UMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)

4-GEO-3 (~n~m~) ¯ For inte~hase le~s: ~ai~ge of fo~tion shall
~ facili~t~ wi$ san~wick d~ if Se subdrain
system proves ineff~ive in reducing ~re-pressure
buildup.

¯ For all ~s of project levees: settlement of levees
shall ~ monitored ~ ~nj~ction wi$ ~e
monitoring program pro~sed for assessing fill
elevations in ~e sed~ent pla~ment cells and
repairs made, as necessa~. ~e lev~ design will ~
modified if ~e results of ~e pro~d geot~ical
eval~tions indi~te Sat changes are requir~ for
levee s~bili~. ~e rate of sediment placement
o~rations will ~ reduced to allow for dissipatioq of
~re water pressures.

4-GE~: S~e as P-GEO~ ffable 3-1) S S 4-GEO~: S~e as P~EO~ ffable 3-1)
~GEO-5: ~wn~g on ~e piles ~y ~ur due to loading of ~e clay c~t,S S 4-GE~: A soils eng~r s~ll ~nduct design-level
~mMg ~age to existMg t~mission l~e towers on site. subs~a~ g~t~l ~vestigation ~d M~rate

r~o~en~tiom ~to a ~mprehemive, demilM
g~t~i~ d~ign ~d eng~r~g ply. A
comprehemive mo~toring prog~ of ~ement shall
~ ~ffo~.

4-SED-I: S~e ~ P-S~D-I ~able 3-I) S S    ~:SED-I: S~e as P-SED-I ~able 3-I)
4-SED-2: Same as P-SED-2 ~able 3-I) S S    4-SE~2: Same as P-SED-2 ~able 3-I)

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-5
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)

4-HYDRO-1: le lev~ br~ch~ would ~ ~ of chris £ough ~e1 1 No mitigation r~uir~.
e~t~g ~sh ~d across Se mud flat. Some e~a~ pic~ewe~ marsh
would ~ lost ~ Se sho~ ~.

4-~DR~2: Filing of H~ilton Ai~eld wi~ dr~g~ ~terial ~dd aff~tS S ~-~DRO-2: If n~s~ to provide ~nt~u~g fl~
~gement of Ig~cio Pond for fl~ control, prot~tion for adja~nt pro~, ~e wetl~d r~toration

design for Sis site s~ll ~ m~ifi~ to ~rate
~ of d~, ~g~ ~rsh Sat ~, ~ emergen~
conditiom, provide additio~ fl~water storage.

.4-HYDRO-3: S~e ~ P-H~RO-3 ffable 3-1) S S h-HYDRO-3: S~e ~ P-HYDR~3 (Table 3-1)

4-H~RO~: S~e ~ P-HYDR~ ffable 3-1) ~ S ~-~DRO~: S~e ~ P-HYDRO~ ffable 3-1) ~
~HYDRO-5: S~e ~ P-H~RO-5 (Table 3-1) S S 4-HYDRO-5: S~e ~ P-H~R~5 (Table 3-1)

~: ~ere ~y ~ ~ ~cr~ ~ Se ~n~ntration of ~n~ ~S S ~: To mitigate ~tenti~ ~p~ relat~ to
wa~r ~ ~e ~e-up water ~nd, which, if di~b~g~ to S~ Pablo Bay, discharges from ~e m~e-up water ~nd ~to Se
world violate water q~li~ s~. Monte~ site. s~llow waters of S~ Pablo Bay, a water di~h~ge

pi~line ~uld ~ ~mtmct~, allow~g diverge ~to
d~r wate~ f~er offshore. If ~is is not f~ible,
~d ~ ~y ~, o~ratiom should ~ ~g~ ~
n~s~ to m~t appli~ble di~ge criteria. All
mitigation m~ures ~clud~ ~der P-W~I for Se
Pro~s~ Proj~t would also ~ r~uir~ for ~is
~te~five.

~: Comtmction ~d o~ration of ~e off-load~g facili~ ~d pi~l~e ~ ~ No mitigation r~uir~.
would I~lly ~cr~ s~nd~ ~d~ent ~n~ntratiom in S~ Pablo Bay.

S -- Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-5
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)

4-BIO-I: S~� ~ P-BI~la ~able 3-1) S S 4:BI~la: S~e ~ P-BIO-la ~able 3-1)

~BIO-lc: S~e ~ P-BIO-lc ~able 3-1) S S 4-BIO-lc: S~e ~ P-BIO-lc ~able 3-1)

~BIO-~: Ti~ wetl~d restoration at ~e H~ilton site would r~dt in S S ~BIO-~: To off~t tem~ loses of wetl~d
io~ of existing ~ wetl~d ~bi~ ~d ~iat~ ~logi~l ~iom ~d values water m~gem~t f~ on
~ctio~ ~d v~ues, provid~g ~ter~ wetl~ e~ment ~ ~!1~

proj~t ph~s sb~l ~ ~rat~ ~to Se Proj~.
U~II~ ar~ s~ll ~ ~ged to provide
wetl~d habi~t valu~ for shorebir~ ~d waterfowl.
Water ~gement s~ll ~mist of o~rat~g exist~g
p~s ~d dra~ge s~c~res to ~n~ol Se extent ~d
d~ation of ~o~ fl~g, ~d ~11 s~ during      ~
~m~tion ~d ~nt~ue dur~g ~ ~ri~ of ~iment
pla~m~t, but s~ll ~ te~i~t~ prior to ~m~ction
wi~ ~at ph~e. If n~s~ to mitigate s~
wetl~d habi~t loses, s~l wetl~ ~uld
~rated ~to a revi~ proj~t design for ~is site.

4-BIO-~: S~e as P-BIO-la (Table 3-1) S S 4-BIO-2c: S~e ~ P-BIO-la (Table 3-1)

4-BIO-2e: S~e ~ P-BIO-la (Table 3-I) S S 4-BIO-2e: S~e ~ P-BIO-Ia (Table 3-I)

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)

4-BIO-3: ~is alte~tive ~d r~It M adver~ ~pa~ to s~ial sm~ S S 4-BIO-3: ~v~ br~ ~d ~ent props should ~ ~
~i~, ~ludMg S~ ~ CMifo~a cl~r raft ~ fi~ ~t marsh sitM to avoid ~o~ clap~r ra~ br~Mg m~itories ~d
outward of Se ~r~eter lev~, bmow~g owls ~st~g ~o~d Se ~ of high~i~ ~lt marsh. ~e Proj~t Appli~t
ab~don~ M~eld, ~d s~l sm~ fish s~i~ Sat ~y ~ en~a~M ~ ~M! s~ey Se site to ~ Se pr~n~ or ab~
pm~ at Se offioad~g faciliv, of n~t~g bu~ow~g owls prior to ~t~tion of ~y fill

o~ratiom. If active nes~ are fo~d wiSM ~e fill aro,
~pac~ s~ll ~ mitigatM ~ for Se Pro~ Proj~.
During Se ~m~ction ~d &~g~ ~iment pla~ment
pha~s, fish ~r~m s~ll ~ provid~ at ~mkes ~d
outl~ to r~o~ ~pac~ to adds. ~pac~ to eggs,
l~ae, ~d juve~les s~l M m~ to ~e extent
practi~! by not pmpMg or dive~g water during ~e
spa~g ~n. ~e design ~d o~ration of fish
~r~m shall ~ in a~r~ wi$ ~S
r~uiremen~.

4-BIO-5: ~e su~e~l restoration of extemive ti~ mudfla~ ~d ~lt NA S No mitigation for a ~neficiM ~. Srash would provide sig~fi~t ~ologi~ ~nefi~ to fish ~d wildlife,
~clud~g ~e en~ger~ ~lifo~a clap~r rail, black rail, ~d ~lt w~sh
~est mo~, ~d to S~ Pablo Bay w~l~ ~ a whole.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)

4-C~T-I: ~plemenmtion of ~is ~te~tive ~d have ~ adver~ eff~ S - ~ ~:C~T-I: A ~ogr~tic Agr~ment ~A) s~l ~
~on previously ~d~ment~ ~cM~logi~ or histofi~l ~terials Sat ~d ~velo# ~tw~n ~e Appli~t, CiW of Novato, ~d

~ di~ver~ durMg ~mt~ion. Co~s of Engin~rs s~i~g pr~es to ~ foliow~
~ ~e evem ~t cul~al r~ur~ ~e en~ter~
d~Mg ~mt~ction. Com~cfion crews sh~l ~
~ct~ by ~e Proj~t Appli~t ~ough ~nditio~
pla~ ~ ~e pr~ ~m~ction ~n~act ~ to Se
~tential to ~ver ~c~Iogi~ or historic materials
~ pa~ of l~d cl~Mg ~d ex~vation activiti~. Should
c~mral materials ~ di~ver~ dur~g ~ction
activities, ~e ~mtmction su~i~r s~li ~lt work
~iately (wi~ 1~ f~t of ~e fred) ~d ~n~ct ~e
Co~s arc~logist for a dete~tion of r~ur~
sigfifi~. ~e Co~s archeologist s~l ~lt wi~
¯ e SHPO regardMg appropriate mitigation.

4-C~T-2: PotentiM ~edge di~l ~d wefl~d cr~tion would result ~ aS S ~C~T-2: ~e Appli~t s~ll enter ~to a
~sig~fi~t ~pact on ~e H~ilton Hi~ric Dis~ct ai~eld mway. Prog~atic Agr~ment ~A) wi~ ~e Co~s ~d Ciw

of Novato to ~rd~te appropriate mitigation to
~mplement cu~ent m~ ~ess~g adver~ eff~
to ~e ai~eld ~way. ~e PA shall include m~ur~
~ch ~ ~n~ibutMg to public ~te~remtion of ~e
ai~eld (i.e., ~ pm of ~e Novato H~tofi~ Guild
m.~m ~d ~y’s mobile ~te~remfive display),
histori~l d~en~tion, ~d wriRen ~d photographic
d~men~tion for submi~l to Se Libra~ of Congre~,
Historic ~eri~ Building Su~ey.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)

? :~ ......: ............. ~ 7 ~" ~" :" ~ " :’ a r. :~ " ........ " ~. " ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ : " , ’ . ’e ’. ’ : g ..... " ~’ "f .... ,’,’" },: ~ <’~,:"<"~ ::}.<g~#’~’~ ~.~ <:a:,:~#:~;"--’:~},’, ~ :k<:, ~ 3~:~ . ~ e- .:, -iff

~te~tiv~ would not sig~fi~tly ~pact t~c, a~s, ~d circulation.

&~-l: Come,or would ¢r~te ~gitive dmt &MIO), which wo~d S S &A~-I:
elevam 1~1 levels of sus~nd~ ~iculates. Sm~nd~ pa~iculates ~d ¯ Water all active construction are~ at l~st twice
roch ~l levels at ~rby residents. ~ily.

¯Cover all tracks hauling soil, ~d, and o~er l~se
~terials or r~uire all tracks to ~in~in at least
two feet of froward.

¯Pave, apply water ~r~ times ~ily, or apply (non-
toxic) soil s~bilizers on all unpav~ ac~ roads,
parking areas, ~d s~ging ar~s at comtmction
sites.

¯Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil s~bilizers to
inactive construction areas.

¯ Enclose, cover, water twice ~ily, or apply (non-
toxic) soil binders to ex~sed st~kpiles (di~, sand,
etc.).

¯ Limit traffic s~eds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.

. Replant vege~tion ~ disturb~ areas as quickly as
possible.

¯ Sus~nd excavation and grading activi~ when winds
exceed 25 mph.

S = Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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Table 3-5
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)

~ .......~.:,~ .,,,.~..,~. ~ ",~ ~..~ ~: .... ~L~ ~.,~ k~’~i<< ~. ~ ,,~, ~.,~..,<?~,,...

~-2: Emissio~ from o~ration-p~ activities would ex~ Se ~ ~ 4-~-~: ~ie~l eng~s s~ll m~ B~QMD s~r~
SUB~QMD sig~fi~ ~eshold of 80 ~ ~r ~y for SOx ~d ~Ox,

o~ne pr~ur~r, a~rding to ~e ~ufa~ers’ s~ifi~tio~ to e~ure
efficient o~tion.

’"" ......... ’" " ’"’ ~"" " ’~’~"’" ’ ............. ’
4-NOISB-h ~uip~em, vehicle, ~d activities d~$g g~ading ~d
~ction wo~d ~r~ noi~ levels tem~r~ily ~ Se ~B ~o~g ¯ Muffle and shield all in~ke and e~aust poas on
~" ~wer const~ction equipment, ~d shroud or shield

all impact tools.
¯ ~ere such equipment is available and f~sible, use

electric, ra~cr ~an gas or die~l const~ction
equipment.

4-NOISE-2: ~uipmem, vehicle, ~d activiti~ dur~g o~ration would S S ~NOISE-2:
incr~ noise levels for ar~ r~iden~ ~d r~r~tio~s~. ¯ ~e Project shall not cause noise levels in adjacent

residential ar~s to exceed 65 ~A (~n). Noise
levels shall be monitored at appropriate l~atiom to
confi~ compliance wi~ ~is r~uirement. If noise
levels are exc~d~, equipment and/or operations
shall ~ m~ified as n~es~ to achieve
compliance.

¯ Instil’ "critical" grade silencers and enclose ~ch
Pmp.

¯ An acoustical engineer shall develop a noise
reduction plan to minimize pump levels below
regulato~ standards.

S = SigMfi~t ~pact ~ = ~ss-~-Sig~fi~t ~pactSO = Signifi~t U~voi~ble ~pact NA = Not Appli~ble
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Table 3-5
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternative 4: Hamilton Site
(continued)
Significance I      ~ .... ~ ....

Impacts~                     :,..    ~ Prio:r to "    .~_.                    ¯                  . After
¯~ Mitigation M~tigation Measures Mitigation
County ]Corps~ " ..

K. RECREATION
No recreational areas would be affected by wetlands restoration on the Hamilton site,

L. POPULATION, HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT
Wetlands conversion of the Hamilton site would not have a significant impact on housing, population or employment.                                                                   I’~

M. VISUAL RESOURCES                                                                                                                                            x--

4-VIS-I: The offqoading and pumping facilities in the Bay would have a LS LS 4-VIS-.._____[: Improvements shall be designed to blend with
LSminor visual impact on views from the shordine and from the Bay. the surroundings as much as possible. A paint scheme

and design shall be developed for the pumping facilities,
the off-loading suction pipe, fuel storage tank, and
ancillary buildings which are compatible with the Bay I
setting.

4-VIS-__._.~2: Contrary to BCDC policy, new electric distribution and telephone S LS No mitigation is suggested.
lines are proposed to be placed above ground, resulting in an adverse impact LS

on visual resources. Lines would be at least 6 feet apart to lessen impacts on
birds.

4-VIS-3: The off-loading facility would require night lighting during periods LS LS ~V__~_~_-: All night lighting shall be designed to direct
LSof 24-hour operation, light onto work areas and to prevent unnecessary direct

exposure of lights to adjacent areas.

N. UTILITIES AND PUBLIC SERVICES
~ T__~.LLT_K~: New electric distribution and telephone lines are proposed to be S LS    No mitigation is suggested.
placed above ground, contrary to BCDC policy, potentially adversely LS

affecting wildlife habitat and visual resources. Lines would be at least 6 feet
apart to lessen impacts on birds.

Significant Impact LS = Less-Than-Significant Impact SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact NA = Not Applicable
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